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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1777 LV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin , Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EtS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the officiat record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resuN in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: /1IM!.y J.. . Wi20il 

..... Please print - Additional space is provided on the back."-

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comforproject information or to download a copy of1he Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EtS. 

GE· 3 

March 4, 2012 

F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 
AnN: David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Madam and Sir, 

1778HO 

First , thank you for mai1ingme a hard copy of the DraftEIS. I am requesting that a hard copy of NP-7 
the Final F-35A Basing EIS be mailed to me at the address below 

EIlenKazor --Also I am requesting that any other correspondence released to the public be made available to 
me either through the address listed above or through my e-mail address 

I expect that my comments co .. ntained in this letter will made part of the pennanent record and ] NP-8 
that they will be included in the Final F-35A Basing EIS. 

NEPAEIS protocol requires that "the agency (in this case, the Air Force) must analyze the fuJl 
range of direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the preferred alternative, if any, and of the 
reasonable alternative identified in the draft EIS." 

My comments are· directed environmental impacts of the F -35 A in general and to the proposed 
basing of the F-35A at Holloman AFB, NM, in. particullll', identified as·an altemative site in. the 
DraftEIS. 

Specific pages and tables referred to in my comments are cited by the use of brackets (). 

1. Please explain how the information and data contained in the Draft EIS are reliable and 
valid, if according to the Draft EIS 

''The F-35A is a new weapons system. Information from the existing operation is 
unavailable." (Pg. 2-18) 

Flight crews· and maintenance personnel are. stin teaming about the aircraft's. 
capabilities and limitations (pg. HO- 87) and 

"For the environmental analysis, the F-35 operations were modeled" (pg. 2-18) and 
in calculating noise impacts" all results presented in this EIS are estimates" (pg. 3-10) 

2. Why were "modeled" F-35A data used for the environmental analysis when data 
specific to the F-35A exists regarding the environmental impact the F-35A has on 

NP-13 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–502 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

 

 

1778HO 

communities and the environment (e.g. Elgin AFB) ? J NO·42 
cont'd 

;:: 

3. Table HO-2.2-3 pg. HO 14 shows that the F-3SA will be flying at minimum altitudes of 100 
feet AGL and SOO feet AGL. 

A table in the Elgin AFB EIS shows that A-weighted Sound Exposure Levels (SEL) would be 
133dB at 300 feet AGL and 129 dB at SOO feet AGL. 

Why was the SEL data from the Elgin EIS not used or cited in the F-35A Training Basing 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement especially since communities and human and 
animal populations living under MTR's will be subjected to more than 133dB's ? 

= 
4. "The potential effects of aircraft flying along MTR's is of particular concern because of the 
maximum.overflight noise. levels. thatcan.exc.eed 11SdB.,_ witherapidincrease ianoise levels. 
exceeding 30dB per second" (Appendix B- pg. B-24) 

and 
as per section 2.8 (pg. 2-63)" Avoiding, minimizing or reducing potential impacts had been a 
priority guiding the development of the F-3SA training alternatives ... " 

and 

NO-43 

that the EPA., " ... identifiedDNLof5.5dBc as. " .•. requisite to. protect public hea1theand welfare withe DO-26 
an adequate margin of safety." (Pg. B-IO and B-17) 

and 
that "Areas exposed to DNL above dB are generally not considered suitable for residential use." 
(Pg. B-lO) 

and 
at least two letters. submitted during scoping from the WeedIMahillarearecommended that the 
Sacramento Mountains not be used as training sites. 

Why has no consideration been given to modifying the MTR's and prohibiting the F-35A 
from. flying at altitodes that are detrimental to. human and animal populations giv.en that 
the dB's generated in the MTR's are a "particular concern" ? 

5. As per page P-6 in the Draft EIS, 
" ... the-Air Forcecorrelated the-environmental issues raised-inscoping with potentially affected
locations and environmental resources" 

-

Why have potential socioeconomic impacts of the F-35A been focused only on ] 
Alamogordo! (Pg HO-169) when other communities,. in addition to Alamogordo, will be 50-19 
significantly impacted by the F-35A ? 

Wh. at met.hOdOIOgies_were used, to-determine the specific euvironmentalimpacts.the F_35Al 
would have on communities in the Sacramento Mountains? 

GE-15 

What pages in the· draft EIS address the F-35 and the specific environmental social, health, 
and economic impacts the F-35A would have on Weed, Mayhill, Pinon, and Sacramento 

<.17 

1778HO 

~? ~ These concerns were raised during the scoping period. Why are these concerns not addressed in GE-15 
the Draft EIS ? conl'd 

6. As per page P-6 in the Draft EIS 
" .. the Air Force detennined the possible interaction of these project elements. with the 
environmental resources at potentially affected locations." 

-
What methodology did the Air Force use to determine the interactions of the project 
elements (e.g_flying at.500 feetAGL and the129dB. that will be. generated at thesecflight 
altitudes) in the MTR's in which Weed, Pinon, Mayhill, Sacramento and Pinon NM are 
located,. and the potential social,health,and economic impacts the F-35A.SI'ECIFlCALLY 
will have on the Sacramento Mountains? 

On what page of the Draft EIS can this information be found? 

7. As per page P-6 in the Draft EIS 
" ... the Air Force assessed whether and how, and to what degree environmental resources may be GE-15 
affected" 

How was this assessment conducted to specifically address the Sacramento· Mountains 
which are located under MTR's ? 

Based on the assessment, to what degree will the environmental resources of the 
Sacramento. Mountains. be affected. by the F-35A since our communities. are located under 
MTR's? 

On what page in the Draft EIS can this assessment be found? 

8. As per page P-6 in the Draft EIS 
" ... the Air Force identified SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT ACTIONS (my highlight) and 
mitigations. to reduce where possible, impacts. on the. environmental resources." 
(Note: Section 2.8.2 of the Draft EIS is a general statement regrading mitigation) 

-
-

If the F -35A is based at Holloman AFB and residents of the Sacramento Mountains will be 
exposed. to.low-levelflights-and-accompanying dB-levels-exceeding 133dB,. what are the· 
SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT ACTIONS and mitigation measures regarding 

noise reduction and noise monitoring 
economic losses to. Sacramento. Mountain community businesses 
injuries and deaths related to low-level fly overs to both human and livestock 
noise attenuation measures for our schools and home schooled children 
a.specific.fire.management plan. 
loss of property values 
forest fires 
emergency evacuations ? 

00-27 
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1778 HO 

These issues were brought up by the community during the scoping process. 

On what pages in the Draft EIS were thes.e management actions addressed? J !!?.;,27 
,;;; 

9. On page 2-2, Table 2-1, Section "Elements Affecting Airspace and Ranges", training activities 
would occur in MONs, MTR's.ATCAA's and Restricted Areas to include. air to ground ranges 
that emphasize the multi-role capabilities of the F-35A. 

These capabilities include the Multi-Mission Active Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) 
Radar 
that will engage air and ground targets at long range, Electro-Optical Targeting Systems (EOTS) 
for air to air and air to surface targeting and the Distributed Aperture System (DAS). 

Was an environmental assessment completed regarding the environmental impacts air-to 
air and air to surface targeting would have when the AESA Radar and the EOTS and DAS 
are employed in training? 

Where WQuld the air to air and the air to surface practices be conducted? 

What are the results of this assessment? 

Where, in the Draft EIS, can these results be found? 

Was an environmental assessment cQmpleted to determine the impact the DAS wiD have on DO-28 
the e1ectricalinfrastmcture of communities,. businesses,. and astronomy sites located ·in the 
Sacramento MQuntains ? 

What methQdQIQgy was used to determine the impact the DAS wiD have the electrical 
infrastRIctn~esQf cQmmnnities, business, and. astronomy: sitesIQcated·in· the Sacrnmento· 
MQuntains? 

What are the results Qf this assessment? 

Where, in the Draft, EIS can these results be fQund ? 

Was an envirQnmental assessment cQmpleted to determine the impact the AESA Radar 
WQuld have on. various. communicatiQn. systems, (e.g •. satellite ,. Wi,Ficetc) used-by 
cQmmunities in the Sacramento MQuntains ? Our communities rely on these systems. 

What methodolQgy was used to. determine the impact the AESA Radar would have on 
variQus cQmmunicatiQn. systems. (e.g .. satellite, Wi-Fi etc~). used in the Sacramento Mountain 
cQmmunities? Our cQmmunities rely on these systems. 

What are the results of this ljssessment ? 

Where, in the Draft EIS, can these results be fQund? 
-

411 

1778HO 

10. Noise metrics 
" .. .it is common for environmental noise analysis. to include other metrics (in addition to.the -
DNL) of illustrative purposes. A general indication of the noise environment can be presented by 
noting the maximum sound levels which occur ... " (Pg. B-IO) 

"Use of other metrics as supplements to the DNL had been endorsed by the Federal agencies." 
(Pg B-IO). 

The DNL, which is the only metric used for the F-35A in this Draft EIS (and the metric has been 
modeled in this Draft EIS), does not reflect what is actually happening on the ground ata 
particular point in time. 

Given the Federal agencies endQrse the use Qf Qther metrics to supplement the DNL, why is NO-24 
the DNL the Qnly metric used for the F-3SA ? 

What is the Lmax (Maximum Sound Level) fQr the F-35A ? 

What is the SEL (Sound Exposure Level) fQr the F-35A ? 

What is the L max for the F-35A at 100 feet AGL,500 feet AGL, 1000 feet AGL etc? 

What is the SEL for the F-3SA at 100 feet AGL, SOO feet AGL, 1000AGL etc? 

How can no.ise metrics. at the alternative basing ~ites be compared if thes.e noise metrics are 
nQt available? 

11. Maps 
Since. the.Sacramento. MQuntains are.under M'fR's. arulwiltbe.significantly impacted-by 
the F-35A Qverflights, why do. the NQise CQntour maps not shQW the Sacramento. 
MQuntains? 

Figure HO- 2.2-1 "Airspace and Ranges for the F-3SA Beddown at Holloman AFB, NM" does 
not show the location of any Sacramento. Mountain communities nor doesit provide any easily 
recognizable landmarks of the Weed, Mayhill, Pinon, and Sacramento areas. 

-
-

-

DO-3 

What are the true Qver flight paths of the F-35A in the Sacramento MQuntains specific to ] 
identifying the boundaries. with landmarks. and canyons. that residents. of the Sacramento DO-23 
Mountains can recognize readily? 

12. The Draft EISrecognizes that " ... individual aircraft noise levels are increasingwith the 
introduction of new aircraft .. " (pg. B-24). . 

Why are references {studies used to. SUPPQrt the Draft EIS not reflective of the fact that 
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1778HO 

new aircraft are producing higher noise levels? 

Where are the references/studies found specificallv citing environmental impact of the F-
35A? 

Why are studies from other countries (e.g. Germany) regarding the noise created 
specifically by the F·35A not cited in the Draft EIS ? 

How can outdated studies (many from the 1970's 1980's and even 1960's) be used to 
support the Draft EIS since, as recognized in the Draft EIS (pg. B-24), a whole new noise 
environment and paradigm is created with the F ·35A ? 

13. Re the " Sonic Boom" section: 
"Overall,_studies. of the wildlife and. domestic animals. have_ demonstrated that-behavioraL 
responses are of short duration and rarely result in injury of negative population effects 
(Krausman et al. 1998; Weisenberger et al. 1996) (pg HO·I03) 

-
-

Since the 1998 Krausman study concerns mountain sheep and the 1996 Weisenberger 
study concerns simulated noise on captured mule deer and mountain sheep, and no studies 
are .. cited. regrading. domestic.animals,.does. this not.invalidate. the. conclusion.made.in the. 
above statement? 

Does tbis poor application of research/science not raise a question as to what other false 
and misleading statements are found in this Draft EIS ? 

Do-these questions-beg yetanothet: question-as-to-the reliability and-validity-ofaUdata
and statements contained in the Draft EIS? 

: 

How can· this document be credible if such examples, as· cited above, are presented as fact 
in the Draft EIS ? 

14. In summary since 
a. data regarding the F· 35S is unavailable, modeled, andis based on estimates (as per 

the Draft EIS) 
b. data concerning noise metrics of the F -3 5A are incomplete, missing, and excluded 
c. since the environmental impact assessment was not comprehensive, i.e. does not 

include the Sacramento Mountain communities that are located under MlR's and that 
will be significantly impacted by the F·35A 

d_ current and applicable studies regarding the F-3.5A are not-cited 
e. outdated literature, much of which is over 40 years old, is cited to support 

environmental impacts and new noise paradigm of the F·35A and 
g. examples are found where literature is incorrectly used to support the environmental 
impacts of the F·35A 

then 

NO-Z6 
conl'd 

BI-5 

NO-Z5 

what independent third parties (other then NEP A) will evaluate all data, assessments, l NP-15 

cil 

1778HO 

assertions, methodologies, literature-citations, ete; and·the- application-of-data' and
literature etc. to insure that the Final EIS will be a valid and reliable document? 

Explain how the Draft EIS, in it.'s current form,. can withstand the. scrntinies of an. 
independent third party review. J 

NP-15 
cont'd 

15. Conflict of Interest 

Why were conflict of interest disclosures not found· for each document preparer listed in 
the Draft EIS ? 

During the scoping period, I requested that "Conflict of Interest" disclosures be made of 
everyone associated with the EIS None were found in the Draft EIS. Why ? 

-

In the Final EIS, I expect that "Conflict of Interest" disclosures be made by all persons and 
parties associated with the Final EIS. Those persons and parties include but are not limited 
to contractors, authors,. researchers, writers, reviewers, analysts. Again, during the scoping 
period, I requested that these disclosures be made. -

NP-16 

As a citizen whose health, home and safety will be negatively impacted by overflights of the F· ] 
3.5. o.verm.y home and property, andas.atax.payingcitizen,.Lexpectthatm.y go:vemment. will. NP-8 
address all of my concerns and questions in the Final EIS. 

Please remember my request for a mailing of a hard copy of the Final F·35A Basing EIS be sent] 
to my home. address and that any other correspondence released to the public be either mailed to NP-' 
my home address or e·mailed. 

Thank you. 

-£~r 
EllenKazor --e-mail: ••••••••• 

117 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1779LU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the follo"';ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the olllcial record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Publ~ comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
'Mitten comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose. unless required by law, However, your private address infonnation will be used to compile the mailing 'list for 

the Final EIS djst!!t~ Failure IQ. provide such infonnatipn will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

N~me: ::><:...:r'J o--'~-----i}- ----:2 '. ; 71 ............. 

d,· , . .,........ 

!l R:tA I 

_ __.-'- tI / ) ,. ( / . 
ct.l"'t'~1, ~ ... . '4~: ...... ·,.r.·:rs ... 9 . ~/ ' _ ... fs( A., ;k[4""· · f_ .aJi '!"I'- '<" d"'~ 

/; ...... Pleas~rint - Additional space is provided on the back. u. ../ f---
Visit WWW.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft Ef~( 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

1779LU 
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1781 TU Peggy Williams 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1780 LV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page ()( section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any olthe follo"';ng ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session ()( public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information win be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your narne not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: M,'ke. CLM-J .pk~t.:s A.J"."o", =±\o.\'-t"';c.l 

Comments: ____ ------------------------~------------__ ------__ -------

J",,\ "o\e. -\" e:,,· r e :'>5 v~..- 5 "-

h 1:' k..- WtlS iA.. .,\ ,+ -l-ra'" ee., <rt. LitKe '",- -~",,,,,. h:s 

? ·r - M. s-\~ C-y.,,~ec~) Q" .1 \" e d..: eJ IlS, "'_ie",,-.\-\- .~ \..~,, - '';':::3'" ',, ,. ~0e ~ 
rece...-tt, t'l\ o~ed P~vJJ;", ,,'o-1\;.ex -\-0 "->, -A5;'),,~J l,,,, ,,,s, \ ,o >"e. , ""- Sun ~.ct(j,'\re ,,-
. (e"" \..O "Y>ll~" . S \,e a \ 1A) l-f LllKe .f\.<;\':) t.S 6-\; 1\ h~lf e.. 
L"", QS:;'c< 'C e "'~x ,-\"",--\ ~ ,:;.-

""Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.'-

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 

1781 TV 

Dear Sirs, 

I am writing in regards to the proposed basing of the F-3SA Pilot Training Center in Tucson, ArizonalGE_4 

After looking over the Environmental Impact Statement I find I am in opposition of the F-3SA aircra~ 
being based out ofTucson. 8000 people would be directly affected by this training facility at the TucsonJNO-1l 

National Guard Air Base, more than any other location. Too many residents will have adverse quality 0~NO_36 

life issues. Not only would they not be able to sell their homes in the future, their property values wil~SO_1 

plummet even more than they already have. I would fear for the safety of residents on landings and

J takeoff as well. Tucson has had 2 jets crash in our city so we do know it can happen. I also believe the SA-I 

noise level would be too disruptive to our schools and to residents on the south and west side of 0~EJ-2 
city. The F-3SA should be based where the least amount of people would be affecte~GE-I 

Thank You, 

Best Regards, 

Peggy Williams 

Tucson, Arizona resident 
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1782 BO David B. Hill 

 

1783 BO Marc Clark 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Dratt EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS. please identify that location. You may submtt your comments in any of the follo",;ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail. fax or email comments to: 

David Martin. Air Force Contractor. and Kim Fomof 
HQ AiETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 76150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7co.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, 10 ensure they become 
part of the ofllelal record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public commenls are requested pursuant 10 the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 Un,ed States Code 432t . et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period,..1 be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infonnation 'Mth your comment is voluntary. Your private address information \\111 not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonnation win result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: - ;)Q /\ 1 is. (-\; () 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written a comment regarding the F-35 training basing in Boise. 

1782 BO 

It seems to me that over the past 10 or 15 years we have changed dramatically as a nation. In the past when we 
went to war we all sacrificed. We had a draft to ensure that all able bodied men served, we raised taxes to pay 
for the war, and we rationed food, materials and gas in order to divert resources to our troops. Now we don' t do 
any of those things. We rely on a volunteer army to defend us, we consume more goods and services than we 
produce, and we borrow money from other countries rather than raise taxes to pay the bili. Last night at the F-
35 basing community meeting held at the Boise Holiday Inn convention center I saw further evidence ofthis. 
People were not interested in our National welfare; they were concerned only with the noise that the planes will 
create and the possible decrease in property values. 

I live directly across from the airport on the other side ofl-84 and I am directly impacted by airplane noise - J 
both civilian and military. Of course I don't like the noise but to me it is a minor inconvenience. 

I believe that we should be looking for a training base that wi ll best suit the needs of the mission. That would 
include base facilities and access to a suitable training range. I don't care if that base is in Arizona, New Mexico 
or Idaho. The noise associated with that base would certainly be an inconvenience to those of us who live GE-3 
nearby but that should not be the primary consideration. If a pilot was killed, or an enemy attack was successful 
because the pilot did not have the best possible training, it would not be an inconvenience, but a disaster shared 
by the entire country. 

Respectfully subm.irted, 

!a/.<3~ 

United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please rllCor!l your comments on this form to let the U.S. Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submtt your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this form at the Comment Table before you leave tonight 
2) Mai!ng this form to: 

Mf. David Martin 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 

1783 BO 

All comments must be postmarted or received no tater than April 5,2010, to be considered in the Draft EtS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 42 USC 4321 , et seq. All wrillen 
comments received during the comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Draft EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However. your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Dratt EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonnation will resutt in your name not being included on the distribution list 

Name: MarcClart, ________________________ ___ _ 

Organization/Affiliation: Boise City resident ___________________ _ 

Addr~s:~~~~::::::~iiii========================================= City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: 

I am completely opposed to the use of Gowen Field airport in The Capital City of Boise Idaho, as a base fo-;:l GE-4 
the Air Force F35A training. J 
The excessive noise generated by the aircraft is the problem. ] 

NO-l 
The disturbing sound level and just the general "roar" are not confined to the impact area. The sound 
cani~ for tens of mil~ and lasts minutes on end. 

The current A-l0's that fly out of Gowen Field are as loud and aggr~sive as any Military planes should bJ in the proximity of our city. Please remember that this is a civilian community and the Capital City of our NO-8 
State, not a military base. 

I do not foresee any benefit coming to The City of Boise from this endeavor. To the contrary, I am assured ~NO-36 
loss of quality of life by the constant long tenn noise disturbance. 

The job creation will be minimal and civilian contracts will be short term and limited.] SO-21 

I wort, and when I come home; I would like some peace and quit. 

I cannot afford (nor do I want) to be forced to leave my home in Boise in orc/erto enjoy some relatively JSO-3 
quiet time. Let us maintain our community's quality of life and desirability as a destination by keeping it] 
free of excessive and overburdening noise that travels far and wide in this topographic environment. NO-36 

NO - to the F35A at Gowen Field, Boise Idah~ G E-4 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the Air Forces F-3SA Training EIS. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–508 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

1784 LU Sara Traum 

 

1785 BO Harold E. Pinson 
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1784 LV 
3-1 - 1 d. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the follov.ing ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150·4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmar1<ed or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
'Mitten comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Harold 

Address:· ~~====~iiii[============== City, State, Zip COde:~ 

1785 BO 

Comments:! would like the. bulk of the planes at Mtn. Home, ID ArB and the left over a

J The Draft F-35 Environmental Impact Study for tbe Boise. Luke, Tucson. and Holloman Air Force the Guard here in GE-12 
Training.sites is serious ly flawed with errors, omissions, and shoddy work, and carulOt be used as the basJ.s Boise. 
for the Fmal EIS or ~A.Recorded of Decision. There are too many serious deficiencies that must be NP-13 
addressed flIst as outlmed 10 the list below. I am requesting an indefinite stoppage/postponement of lhe 
NEPA process untillhe defiCiencies in the Draft EIS are corrected. 

I. There are no d~finitive DB loudness boundary maps, studies or numbers published for the F-35~ 
Perform them If you have not done so, or publish them if you have them. As the off-site loudnes.!.lNO-4 
has been sho'...,n to cause hearing damage, it is essential that the area maps show DB magnitudcS

J
' 

all sensitive locations. These measures.or estimates already exist since they are required to NO-5 
develop the DNL measures which are listed for 3:11 sensitive locations. 

2. Over 10,000 residents.will fi~d ~eir hom~s re~l~sified as "Not Suitable for Residential Use" a SO-1 
the F-35s are brought 10. ThiS will result to millions of dollars of lost properly value. It is j 
essential that a full house by house appraisal and valuation be done. Who is responsible to do SO-2 
this? 

3. Ove~ 1,.000 resi~ents .will be exposed to very high noise levels due to the unusually c1os~ NO-II 
prox imity ofresldenltal ?ouses to the runways. 1,400 afterburner take ofts will occur annually. ~ NO-4 
IS essentia l that a fu ll nOise srudy be done of the afterburner noise situation. 

···Please print - Additional space is provided on the back."~ 

Visit www,F-35ATrainingEtS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS 
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1786 TU Charles and Roberta Falbo 

 

4. 

178580 

4 schools and 13-day care centers will be in very high DNL and noise magnitude areas. Wha~ EJ-l 
mitigations will be done to avoid deteriorating learning levels? This must be studied in depthJ 

5. The world health organization states that DNL levels of 50 and above can cause health and ment~ NO 6 
problems. It is essential that the EIS include boundary maps for 50DNL, 55 DNL, and 60 DNL. J -

6. Several thousand residents will be exposed to DNL and sound magnitudes above the 65 DNL. l NO-4 
Multi DNL boundary maps and studies are needed for 70 DNL, 75 DNL, 80 DNL, 85 DNL, al\dJ 
~ 85 DNL. Also, what mitigations will be used to avoid the severe health, mental, and financiaD NO-6 
Impacts. ..J 

7. In order for individual homeowners to understand their options, a residence by residence list of alll SO-2 
properties and any and all Avigation Easements that encumber each property is required. J 

8. Present clarification of the "No Action Alternative." Does this mean all four locations wi!!] 00-1 
continue to be candidates for basing F-35s as additional planes become availablei] 00-2 

9. What are the next steps in the bed down process after the final EIS? Will actions be taken t£JNP-I 
reconcile the airspace and land use conflicts that are identified in the EIS? Will Joint Use Landl LU-I 
Studies be authorized? Will zoning ordinances in conflicted areas be enforced. Will rezoning J 
occur? Will a program be initiated to move residences out of the 65DNL, 70 DNL, 75 DNL; 80]SO_3 
DNL, 85 DNL, and> 85 DNL areas identified in the EIS? ..J 

10. Will the Air Force bring several F-35s to Boise to conduct a typical daily training routine of 50l GE-2 

sorties. Take off 5 times under full afterburner. Take off and land at night 5 times. Measure th.£.! 

loudness. Let the residents of all of the Boise Valley hear the future for themselves. If the Alil
NO

_
7 

Force is unwilling to do this, please list the reasons why. -.J 

11. The EIS states that the F-35s I Boise will contribute over 250 tons of Carbon Monoxide to the arJe 
around the Boise Airport. This is over 250% more than allowed by EPA rules. The Air Force 

mitigation is to request an exemption from the rule. This does nothing to address the CO impact. AQ-3 

Analysis of the health impacts on residents , especially children is required, as are the fmancial 

impacts of Boise becoming EPA non compliant on Air Quality standards. 

Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1786 TU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the commenl table before you leave tonight 
2) Provide oral comments 10 the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Forte Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West, Bldg. 901 
RandolphAFB, TX78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the oflicial record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requesled pursuant 10 the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 Un~ed Slates Code 4321, el seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of privale 
address infonnation with your commenl is voluntary. Your privale address information will nol be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to comPIle the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resull in your name nol being included on the distribution list 
Name: _______ _ 

Organization/Affiliation: ----<IE.. 
Address:' _______ -'!I! __ _ 

February 27,2012 

Roberta and I would like to add a few comments regarding the basing of the F-3SA at Davis Monthan~ 
Air Force Base in Tucson, Arizona. We strongly SUPPORT the F-3SA coming to our community. We are 

private citizens, that has great admiration, respect, and love of ali aspects of Our Military. We feel that GE-IO 

this move will help further protect our nation, and Davis Monthan needs to be part of the mission. 

By basing the F-35A in Tucson, this will have a great economic impact to a community that needs a shot 

in the arm regarding our economy. Primarily the move is necessary for National Security, and 
secondarily for OUf economy_ 

Roberta and I feli that a little nOise from the F-35A is the great sound of FREEDOM. Thank You 

Charles M. Falbo Roberta A. Falbo 
"'-Please print - AdciitiOriai'SPace is P(OvC:K!-ed7""o-n7.th-e~b-.ck-:-~ 

Visil www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or 10 download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive tuture notices about the F-35A Training Basng EIS. 
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1787 BO 

United States Air Force 
Seoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please record your comments on iIlis form to let the u.s. Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submn your 
commems by: 

1) Depositing iIlis form at the Comment Table before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing iIlis form to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 6524266 

All comments must be postmarked or received no later than April 5, 2010, to be considered in the Draft EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to iIle National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC 4321, at seq. All written 
comments received during iIle comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparalion. Your prOvision of private address 
information wiill your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be reteesed in iIle Draft EtS or for any oiller 
purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile iIla mailing list for iIle Draft 
EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resun in your name not being induded on iIle distribution list. 

Name: KurtChristensen' ________________________________________________ _ 

Organization/Affiliation: None' ____________________________________________ __ Address:' ••••• L _______________________________________________ _ 

City, State, Zip Code:. __ L.. ____________________________________________ _ 

Comments: 

I live in the F·35lmpacl zone across the freeway from Gowen Field in Boise. I cUlTenUy hear and feel airCraft

J take offs and fly over's on a daily basis. I have been woken up and had my sleep disturbed because of the NO-8 
airport noise, as well as, my house shaken by low altitude helicopter fly over's throughout the day. When 
the F16 training mission was temporarily stationed at Gowen Field last summer, the noise level went up 
dramatically. I have read the environmental impact reports of the F·35 and understand that the noise and ] NO-I 
poliuUon levels in my neighborhood would Increase at least four fold. This is unacceptable. I knew when I 
moved into this neighborhood that I should expect some noise from the airport, but an Increase documented] NO-36 
by the F35's impact reports would have a severely negative impact on the quality of my life and the fragile J SO-I 
property value of my home, 

I come from an Airforce family dating back to WWII, and greatly appreciate and admire the work of our armedl GE-4 
forces, however, please do not station the F·35 at Gowen Field in Boise. J 

Sincerely, 

Kurt Christensen , 
\ ( 

1..(, . ~_) ---1-/ -

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about iIle Air Forces F·35A Training EIS. 
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178880 
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1789 LU Dolores Spicer 

 

178880 

To: Who can help me in any way with the problem stated below. 11/22/09 

From: Gary W. Aikw·=en;:::::::::::-••••• 
Mailing address: • 

On Thursday 11/19/09 the first aircraft of the day flew over my house at 
approximately 7am. I had a landscape project that I was working on in the 
yard all day. By 6pm I estimate that over 100 aircraft had flown 
DIREClLL Y over the top of my house. The last I heard was laying in my 
bed at 1l:15pm. 
The main point that I want to make, is that this many aircraft in one 24hr 
period of time is beyond the tolerance level. 

Every type of aircraft: Commercial Jets, Twin Propeller, Single Propeller, 
Helicopters fly DIRECT ALLY over the top of my house. 
Also two groups of Military Jets, that day. By late afternoon the day had 
become very stressful just because of trying to ignore all of these very loud, 
but different noises. This day was not an isolated incident. It seems to be 
more of the normal, rather than the exception lately. 

I know that my house is in direct line with the runway. But not all of these 
aircraft have to line up so early with the runway, particularly the smaller 
ones. 
I just want you all to know that I like airplanes. A friend of mine who has a 
small single propeller, took me for a short flight over the Owyhee's this last 
Saturday, yesterday. 
I believe that the amount of aircraft that fly DIRECT ALLY over the top of 
my house can be reduced, with some creative traffic control. It does make a 
difference in decibel, if they are not right over the top of my house. 

THIS LETTER IS TO BE NOTARIZED AND FILED AS A NOISE 
COMPLAINT . 

.. _, 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1789 LV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may subm~ your comments in any of the follo"'ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments wil! be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 Untled States Gode 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period wiH be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your proviSion of private 
address infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonnation will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, yeur pMvale address informa"," ",II be used to compile the mailing lisl for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide. such infonnation 'Nill result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name:~~~~~~~~~~L-__ ~ __ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~ __________ __ 

...... Please print - Additional space is provided on the back . ..." 

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training BasinQ EIS. 
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.H2 F·351 

~ 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin. AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

1790 TV 

To __ 1\",I\"\" "I\,I,I,I\""I"\"Ii,,,,II\,I,,,,\,1I 

t!Q F-~5 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our denaely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
~iminish quality of life - NO-36 ~amage tourist industry - So-, 
29,Threaten fragile ecosystem- BI-2 IDamage building structures - NO-I2 
E]Raduce outdoor enjoyment Damage hearing of residents - NO-6 

of parks. sporting events - LU-3 Hann student concentration - EJ-2 
gDisrupt classes and activities Harm pets. Zoo & wildlife - BI-5 

at schools. colleges. universities- EJ-2 JK:!Reduce property values - SO-I 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENIlIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology. with no history of safety records. WOUI~ SAo! 
endanger the safety of residents. es~ially when pilots (many foreign) would SAo' 
undergo training in singlE!'-engine. sing~piloted aircraft with live ordnance. and 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. AM-2 

A higher percentage of low-income and minOrity residents would be affected] EJ-4 
Disproportionate. detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for a]gAQ-lfNO-6 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIONI!IlGE-2 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fomof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 B T FI ht TUCSON! 

~csonforward_com 

~ 
._- 1/,,,1/,,/,,,.11,/,/,/1,,,./ ,,/,,/1,,,,11/,/,. ,./,/1 

1791 TV 

NO-8 
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1793 HO 

Since the government has so much land, why can't private landowners be left alOne?] 
DO-4 

Why not use the government air space in Arizona and Nevada? 

What right does the Air Force have to fly over private property? AM-S 

If we own the land why don't we own the air space above the land? J 
Thc Air Force has no business flying at SOO feet above homes and private property. 
Why does the Air Force not use COMMON SENSE !??? 

If humans can go deaf due to the dB levels created by the F-35A, what about the anima~ BI-S 
that live here with us ? Their lives depend on hearing. 

Why does the Air Force have to create sonic booms when flying? ~ 

NO-IS 
What good do sonic booms do other then making noise and causing damage? 

I have lived in my house for decades and never had a crack in my walls. Since the F-22's have] 
been flying over my home, I now have cracks in my walls. J NO-12 

What damage will the F-35A cause to my home. 

Will my property values be down graded because of the noise made by the F-35A ~SO-I 

What com, pensation would the Air Force provide should damage occur to my property 1 
because of F -35A activity ? 

SO-II 
How wiU ( be compensated if ( want to seU my property and my property values go down 
because of the impact of tbe F -35 activity? 

-
Sonic booms are of special concern especially when they occur suddenly. People in our 
communities are working with free ranging beef cattle, shoe horses aod ride horses as part of 
their jobs. Inexperienced recreational horse riders use the Lincoln National Forest for 
recreational riding. 

Why does the Air Force not understand that sudden, loud sonic and focused booms wiU 
cause accidents, injuries and perhaps even death to people that are working with these 
animals? 

Why does the Air Force not understand that sudden, loud sonic and focused booms will 
cause injuries, accidents and perhaps even death to the animals tbat we work with? 

What compensation would the Air Force provide should ( have an accident, injury, or 
experience death caused by activity of tbe F-35? 

-

BI-I 

1793 HO 

Will a tbird party investigate anylall claims of accidents, injnries, property damage and] 
deatb caused by the F-35 A activities? J DO-18 

What studies have heen done with the F -35A regrading the impact it will have on livestock] 
and pets? J BI-S 

What studies have been dolW! regrading the impact on property values in areas where thJ 
F -35A trains? 

SO-I 

If these studies were done, did an independent third party evaluate the studies? 

Shortly after the Public Hearing in Weed, NM (February 7, 2012) I was listening to a televisio

J news report. It was a station from Albuquerque , NM. The report inferred that the Air Force PN-I 
will do what it wants. 

How many Environmental Impact Statements have been submitted by the Air Force foil 
evaluation by NEPA ? JGE-13 

How many of those have been rejected by NEP A? 

There are numerous recreational camps in the Sacramento Mountains that provide a wilderness -
experience for children and city people. The campers do not expect sonic booms, military jets 
flying at low levels or noise levels that can do them harm (e.g. hearing loss). The camps also 
employ a number of local residents. 

What studies have been done concerning the economic impact on recreational camps in the 
flight/training paths of the F-35A ? 

-
The Sacramento Mountains are heavily forested and have been in severe drought for a number of 
years. Beetle kill and lack of rain has caused an extreme fire danger situation. I understand that as 
part of the F-3SA training flares will be used. 

What res""nsibility will tbe Air Force have in the event a "mishap" occurs with a flare 
resulting in a forest fire? 

What responsibility will the Air Force take in the event of loss of property, livestock, 
andlor pets do to a forest fire? 

What responsibility will the Air Force take in the event of loss of a human life due to a 
forest fire caused by a flare? 

-
J am requesting tbat any correspondence released to the puhlic be made available to me at 
my address listed below_ 

SO-7 

DO-18 
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1794 BO Elena Becker 

 

1793HO 

Please send a hard copy of the Final EIS to my address listed below] NP-7 

Thank you_ 

Sincerely, 

Mrs. Pansy G. Northrip -

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Eric and Elena 
Friday, March U~, LUlL 4 :,j1 I-'M 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
Boise Airport proposed area for F-35a training center 

To whom it may concern, 

179480 

I live in the proposed area that will be considered the NSFRU and I am a bit concerned With'lSO_l 
how this will affect my home and resale opportunities? The Boise Airport is surrounded by.J 
homes and businesses that will be affected by this new training center program. I am not ~ 
anti government or Military I support my military with every effort I have and to see that so NO-ll 
many people will be affected by this is baffling. It does not make sense to put a training 
facility smack in the middle of a city that is barely big in itself . 

Not only will the residence suffer but so will the kids at schools. How can we keep j 
encouraging education when everyday there is going to be a noise di s ruption from the F-35a' s EJ-2 
flying over (50 times per day). That is an extraordinary amount of noise to deal with . Not 
to mention the many moms that stay home with their children who nap or the sleep disturbances NO-3 
that will occur at night when the bulk of the flying takes place. Individuals that lose 
sleep perform lower on many things, including work, driving, and general health decreases. 
If you cannot see the long term effects that this will put on a community then the proposal 
should be reevaluated. Why isn't Mountain Home AFB not a contender? It seems much mor~ 
logical than the Boise Airport/Gowen Field . J GE-12 

Sincerely 
Elena Becker 
Boise resident 
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1795BO 

-----Original Message-----
From: prvs=1413b659ge=kimberly. fornof@us.af.mil 
[mailto:prvs=1413b659ge=kimberly . fornof@us.af.mill On Behalf Of FORNOF, KIMBERLY J G5-13 USAF 
AETC AETC/ A7CPP 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 5: 44 PM 
To: Baxter J Rachel D.; Dischner, David M. 
Subject: FW: F-35 OEIS Comments 

- - - - -Or igina 1 Mes si.ag~e~-!J-l.1-:!!-"-~!111I1~!IIIII. 
From: KEN PIOJ EON [mail to : 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 2012 1: 20 PM 
To: AETC/ A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 OEIS Comments 

Please find attached my comments concern ing the 

I wish them to be made part of the record . 

Thank you. 

Kenneth L Pidjeon 

F-35 Training Ba sing DEIS] 
NP-8 

179580 
F - 35A Training Basing Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments 

Kenneth L Pidjeon 
March 14, 20 12 

As first choice, I support basing the F - 35A training aircraft at Luke Air Force Base - the preferre] 
alternative named in the DEIS. Luke is an active duty Air Force Base. Basing of the training aircraft 
there would make up for the loss of aircraft at that Base in recent years as per the DEIS. 

As a second choice, I support the basing the F - 35A training aircraft at Holloman Air Force Base. 
Holloman is an active duty Air Force Base. Basing of the training aircraft there would make up for the 
loss of aircraft at that Base in recent years as per DEIS. 

GE-. 

I do not support the basing of any F - 35A training aircraft at Boise AGS (Gowen Field) for the foliowinglGE_4 
reasons: :J 
I) The DEIS addresses only positive impacts of the basing and fails to address any negative aspects"lSO_13 

particularly property values, of basing F-35A aircraft at Boise AGS. -.J 

2) The Table BO 3.12-2 indicates approximately 10,000 people in the Boise area wou ld be affected bY~ 
noise levels greater than 65 dB. This is more than 4 % of the population of Boise City based on 2010 NO-II 
Census numbers. 

-3) The DEIS fails to address spec ific remediation measures for this population. 

4) The DEIS fails to make any financial estimate of the negative impact a NSFRU des ignation would 
have on property values even though the DEIS itself says the effect could range from negligible to an 
approximate 40% decrease in property values based on the 65 dB criteria. SO-13 

5) Since current assessed values are available from the Ada County Assessor for the effected properties 
why did the DEIS not make: I) an estimate of the total current assessed value of these properties; 2) 
an estimate of the decrease in property values using both of the methodologies noted in the DEIS? 

-= 
6) " F-35A fli ght paths would be very close to West Junior High School. F-35A aircraft are expected to 

fly almost directly over West Junior High School, and noise levels would be high (approximately 98 
dB) despite the relatively low engine power sett ing used for maneuvering in the traffic pattern." Page 
BO-20, DEIS. 

Based on the above statement, if F-35A aircraft fly directly over West Jr High would they 
not also fly directly over, or almost over, the Parkcrest subdivision (about 600 ft - 200 
meters - to the northwest of West), Creekwood subdivis ion (approximately Y, mile - 800 
meters - to the east of West and near ID No. 13), and Frank Church High School 
(approximately 900 ft - 300 meters - east of Wes!)? The DEIS is silent about what effects 
that level of noi se (approximately 98 dB), or a similar leve l of noise, wou ld have on these 
schools and subdivisions plus the Profess ional Technical Education building (Vo Tech 
School) located approximately 750 ft (250 meters) to the northeast of West and the Boise 
School District Administration building approximately V. mile (400 meters) to the northeast 
of West. How does the Air Force plan to mitigate this noise issue in this area? 

-

Page t of2 

EJ-. 
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1796 BO Charles F. and Barry E. Platt 

 

1795 BO 

7) ID No 7 and 16 shown in tables on pages 80-26 and 27 and in text on page 80-28 are not 
correct. Both are schools in the Boise School District. I retired from the Boise Schoo l District. 
know where sc hools are located. Point ID NO.7 shown on the NA IP imagery (pages BO-23 through 
BO-24) is West Jr. High (WJH) and is correct on the imagery. Point ID No. 16 shown on the NA IP 
imagery (pages BO-23 through BO-24) is Frank Church High School (FCHS) and is correct on the 
imagery. FCHS is listed as ID No.7 in the tables on pages BO-26 and 27. WJH is listed as ID No. 
16 in the tables on pages BO-26 and 27. In short, the ID Numbers (at a minimum) are flip flopped in 
the tables. Perhaps other information for those locations also has been flip flopped. Besides 
providing erroneous informat ion to the public, what effect did this mislabeling have on the 
computation of any numbers, statistics, or other informat ion in the DEIS? 

NO-51 

8) Assignment of 72 F-35A a ircraft to Boise AGS basically increases the number of aircraft ass igned tjAQ-IIAM-2 
Boise AGS four fold over current levels. The DEIS notes potential problems with air po llution, air NO-l 
traffic congestion, and noise as a result of stationing that many aircraft at Boise AGS. 

9) "Operational increases resulting from any of the three scenarios would be within the higher level~ 
(my em phasis) previously projected for this a irport in the Airport Master Plan and Noise 
Compatibility Study." Page BO-15, DEIS. Why do Treasure Valley (Boise) residents need to see an 00-32 
increase that is in the higher levels of aircraft operations at Boise Airport as a result of basing 72 F-
35A aircraft at Boise AGS? 

10) The annual increase in emissions from Scenario B3 would exceed the applicable CO genera l 
conformi ty de minimis threshold. Page BO-46, DEIS. Why do Treasure Valley (Bo ise) residents 
need to experience an increase in CO em issions as a result of basing 72 F-35A aircraft at Boise AGS? 

II) (Scenario B3) would increase annual NOX emissions within the Boise AGS airspace units by about 
335 tons per year, which would exceed the NOX PSD threshold of250 tons per year. Page BO-48, 
DEIS. Why do Treasure Valley (Boise) residents need to experience an increase in NOX emissions 
as a result of basing 72 F-35A aircraft at Boise AGS? 

AQ-3 

12) Due to the presence of pristine Class I areas within the project region, F-35A emiss ions that occu~ 
within airspace units have the potential to impair vis ibility within these areas. Page 80-50, DEIS. AQ-10 
Why do Treasure Valley (Boise) residents need to see a decrease in pristine Class I areas as a resu lt of 
basing 72 F-35A aircraft at Boise AGS? 

General Comments 

2006 NAIP Imagery was used on pages BO-23 through BO-24. 2009 NA IP Imagery has been availabl~ 
since at least the summer of20 1 0, if not earlier. Why was 2006 NA I P used instead of2009 NA IP? NA IP 
2009 Imagery was used on pages BO-35 through BO-37. If it could be used on those pages why cou ld it NO-51 
not have been used on other pages? Using outdated NAIP Imagery presents a less than current picture of 
the effects of the noise contour lines. 

The DEIS (page C-2) says " ... the new Boise Air Terminal opened at its current location in 1939 on What] 
was then undeve loped bench land 9 miles (my emphasis) south of the city." The FAA Nation Flight Data 
Center lists Boise Air Terminal / Gowen Field as being located 3 miles (my emphasis) from downtown 
Boise. Boise Air Terminal / Gowen Field has been located in the same place since 1939. Please expla in CU-6 
the discrepancy between the two mileage numbers. Which is correct? If the 9 mile figure is 110t correct 
what effect did this have on the computation of any numbers, stat ist ics, or evaluation of cultural resource 
information? 

Kenneth L Pidjeon Page 2 of2 

179680 

From: 
Sent: 29:40 PM 
To: 
Subject: Yes 

Importance: High 

My father how served in the army and I was a peace officer both of us believe i;;J 
bring the F35 to Boise. J GE-3 

Charles F Platt 
Barry E Platt 
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1797 BO Jesse Holmes 

 

1798 TU Bill and Cathy Motley 
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1799 BO David Crawforth 

 

1800 TU Gary Hunter 
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1801 BO Joel A. and Susannah L. Price 
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1802 BO Gary R 

 

1803 BO Bob Currin 

 

180280 

Gary R.~!IJII!III!!!I"IIJ!I!!"I!I!I!!I!!'" Saturday, March 10, 20124:48 PM 
From: 
Sent: 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 

I live in the sound zone of Gowen Field at Boise, Idaho. J 
I am in favor of any type of aircraft that can be used at Gowen Field. Gowen Field is on GE-3 
property that has been an airfield since the 1949' s . 
Aircraft noise can be expected and should be expected. 

Sent from my Samsung Replenish 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr Martin. 

Tuesday, March 06, 2012 4:51 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
The F-35's 

180380 

I think it is a great idea to bring the F-35's to Gowen field Here in Boise. I know there are some that don't waJt 
them because they make some noise. But that noise to me is my protection of my freedom. My thoughts are, of GE-3 
the ones that don't want them here are unpatriotic. So BRlNG THEM ON. I live about I mile off the end 
of gowen's run way. 

Bob Currin 
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1804 TU R.A. Kane 

 

1805 TU Harry and Marjorie Task 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gentlemen , 

Robert Kane.~I!Il!III!!!!I!Il!II!!IlI!I!!!!I! 
Monday, March 12, 2012 8:41 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Support for the F-35 

1804 TV 

Although some of the folks who live in the Tucson Starr Pass neighborhood are opposed to YOU] 
program3 I and many others are NOT. We welcome you if you plan to fly out of one of the 
nearby airports. First of all we believe it is the patriotic thing to d03 to support the GE-J 
services t hat defend our country . Secondl y, we believe that it would also be good for the 
Tucson economy, but that is not the prime motive for our support. We wish you the best of 
lu ck going forward. 

God Bless All Of You 

R. A. Kane 3 ex-USCG 

Sent from my iPad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 12, 20129:43 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

SUPPORT for F-35 coming to Tucson 

1805 TV 

I am sending this message to you in support of having the F-35 based in Tucson . We l ive in
Starr Pass, which is pretty much under the approach path coming from the West. F-16s, 
commercial aircraft, A- l es, and an occasional C-13e aircraft come over or nearly over our 
house . I understand the F-35 will have somewhat noisier engines but I believe it is more 
important to have the economic impact of the F-35 here with a bit more noise than to not have GE-J 
the F-35 impact here. I am not an unbiased citizen in that I worked for the Air Force 
Research l aboratory and its predecessor labs for 3e years and have been around AF bases all 
my life (Dad was a WW II B-17 pilot and a career AF officer) and I firmly believe in 
maintaining a strong Air Force. 

Bottom line: I fully support the F-35 coming here and, as someone who lives more or l ess 
under the approach path and being very fami l iar with AF aircraft, I understand the probable 
"environmental impact" of the aircraft. -

Regards 

Harry and MarjorieTa sk 
Starr Pass residents 
Tucson, AZ 
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1806 BO Kenneth L. Pidjeon 

 

1807 TU Susan Banner 

 

1806 BO 

From: 
Sent: 

KEN PIDJEON IIJ!!!III!!IJ!IJIIJ!II!II!""'. 
Monday, March 05, 2012 1:44 AM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Request for Information - Boise, ID AGS DEIS 

This is a request for an ESRI shapefile (or similar format) of the noise contour lines and the Boise Airport lines 
show on pages BO-22, 23,and 24 01 the DEIS lor Gowen Field AGS, Boise, Idaho. It is also a request lor the 
supporting files to the shapelile. 

I am also requesting , ilavailable, an ESRI shapelile (or similarlormat) olthe locations numbered 1 through 17 
(Page BO-24) which are noted in Table BO 3.2-3. Noise Levels at Representative Noise-Sensitive Locations, 
Baseline Conditions and F-35A Beddown Scenarios (pages BO-26 & 27). II these locations are not available 
in a shapefile lormat please provide the geographic coordinates 01 these locations. 

II possible, please email the inlormation requested to the above email address. 

If the files cannot be emailed please send them to: ••••••••••• 

My telephone number is •••••• if there are questions about this request. 

Thank you. 

Kenneth L Pidjeon 

NP-23 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Susan Banner 
Monday, March 12, 2012 3:15 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
RE: F- 35 Draft Ers Tucson, Arizona 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin 

1807 TV 

I attended several seoping meetings in the November, 2011 in Tucson plus the two Draft ErS meetings held recently 
(February 22 & 23, 2012) at the Holiday Inn on Palo Verde and the Jewish Community Center on E. River Rd. in Tucson. 
have also read the pertinent (to our well being) parts of that enormous document. 

It is clear that the ErS is not n~arly ready. This document appears to be full of errors in estimating the potential noise lev~ NO-2 
of this plane and the damage It could cause to a much broader area of Tucson than the one outlined. Many speakers J 
attempted to explain this from personal experience with the current F-16's. 
This is the only area in the Air Force's selection of potential air bases that sits on top of a major metropolitan area. It is ] GE-I 
unconscionable for you to even consider this as an appropriate site. 

Tucson itself, its people, must in the final analysis, be the judges of how loud is going to be too loud for human habitation] GE-2 
When you are able to get one of these planes safely in the air, it surely must be possible at the speed capabilities they 
"supposedly" possess, to fly one here from Elgin or wherever they are available. 

Luke Air Force Base and the people in that part of Arizona appear to be happy with the decision to base there. Placing ] 
more than one of these places in a state dependent on tourist dollars would be folly for everyone here in the end. We are SO-' 
happy that the Luke citizenry is happy so it must be clear to you now that Tucson is not the same situation. We are not 
happy. Thousands of us are not happy. 

The current Draft itself states that "Subsonic & supersonic aircraft noise would increase potentially reducing ] NP-27 

:~~7;~~::~~::r~~s~~~~~~:~~~:~~~7;ho:::t:d::r~~e e~a:i~~~;:~::r;~;Z~:~~ ~~:~~~~~:::pt~7~~:~~s ai~tit~~es vicinity of Tucson AGS." Surely thiS is contrary to NEPA regulations. 

Although the draft suggests mitigation it does not suggest how it would be possible to sound proof all of the homes and ] NO-20 
surroundings in Tucson so that there is no negative impact. 

Nothing is mentioned in the Draft about cumulative effects. No attempt is made to identify and analyze the impact of JCM 2 
basing when added to already existing military activity. What about non-military aircraft activi ty , commercial activity, the -
buildings and employees and customers at Tucson International Airport? 

There are no safety statistics for this plane; there is only supposition on the Air Force's part as to the risk. In a very few ~ 
minutes onlin~ I counte.d mor~ than 25 mili.tary plane " acc idents~ in .2011 , many during training ex~rcises. The night before SA-12 
the final meeting 7 marines died in a Utrainlng accident" near the Arizona border. Accidents occurnng over unoccupied 
land or sea would be one sort of sorrow; accidents occurring in a heavily occupied city would be unforgiveable if it 
happened even once. 

I beg you to correct, amend, extend this EIS and in the end see how impossible it is to ever consider Tucson, AZ as a 
destination for this mission. 

Respectfully , 
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1808 TU Frank and Susan Billock 

 

1809 BO Carla J. Finis 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheel to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652·5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public commenls are requesled pursuanllo the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during Ihe comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary, Your private address information will nol be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law, However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: :frpnk 4- SlJ..5dh B. l\ pe..\:: 

"*Please print - Additional space Is provided on the back. *u 

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

*Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

1808 TU 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

CJ FinisllJl"_II!!!!I!!!!IJII!!I!!I! 
Monday. February 27. 2012 5:24 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
Public Comment on Proposed F-35 Training Center 

I am most decidedly against even the minimal proposal for 24 planes] GE-4 

1809 BO 

First, the Boise City valley is uniquely unsuitable for such increased air pollution both in CO~ emissions (which th~ EIS 'J 
doesn't address -though, as expected, are quite high) and particulate matter (which I question the low levels estimated In 
the EIS but in absence of raw data I can't comment further). We have too many low air quality days as it is to say 
nothing of the potential increase in inversions. AQ- I 

Studies following the 3-day airplane grounding post 9/11 demonstrate the high impact of flight traffic relative to both 
global dimming and global warming and that doesn't take into account the likelihood that on a per plane basis the impact 
of an F-35 would be greater. These objections alone are sufficient to reject this as an appropriate site for and F-35 
training program ~nd they don't even take ~nt~ ac~ount th: effects of a dramatic increase in ozone or the n~ise POllutiOn] NO-I 
(which if the prevIous week's F-16 are any indication are highly unacceptable - and we, presumably [according to EIS 
data], live in an area in which the nose should fall below 65db. 

In addition while the EIS mentions bird/plane collisions it doesn't really address the overall impact (from noise, visibility ] 
reduction ~nd pollutants) on the proximal area which is habitat for many birds of prey that will undoubtedly be adversely BI-3 
effected. 

An site more remote to a population area and where the pollutants would have a greater opportunity for wider dispersal, ] GE-I 
though not ideal, would be better than the accumulation in a populated valley location such as Boise. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment but please, take your F-35s elsewhere] GE-4 

Sincerely, 

carla J Finis 
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1810 BO Maya Rodriquez 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Maya Rodriguez,I!!I!!!!I!I!!I!!II!IIJ!!I!II_. 
Monday, March 12, 20_.1i2i2.:5.8iP.M •••• 
AETC/A7P Workflow; • Jesse Holwell 
Proposal 
luke-air -force-base-noise-study-041 4.pdf 

In regards to the proposal for an F-3SA Pilot Training Base at the Boise Airport/Gowen Field: 

181080 

As a homeOWNER for the last 8 years in the Sunrise Rim Neighborhood, I have seen property values fall due to the ~ 
economy alone. Introducing a pilot training base into the mix is disastrous for those of us who take pride in our SO-I 
neighborhood and our city. Making our neighborhood "NOT SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE," would be a death 
sentence for some of us who have worked so hard to maintain a lifestyle and home, pay our bills on time, and take pride 
in the place we ca ll HOME. 

I agree that this proposed project has caused us to be very concerned for our health, quality of life, property values, and'l ~g-~6 
long-term negative impact of the citizens of Boise. .J SO--. 

As a Registered Nurse, I feel that our health would be greatly, negatively affected with this proposal, not only due Jo 
noise pollution, but to air pollution, a great lack of sleep, for which is extremely important for overall health, and NO-6 
increased hearing loss. These health threats should not be taken lightly, as any physician would agree. 

I enjoy time not only in my home, but outside of my home as well. I enjoy the Boise area, and its parks, and to be abJe 
to find peace and serenity in the places I call home. It seems as though this type of enjoyment would not occur in the NO-36 
face of this proposal, which would inevitably cause me to move out of the area to a more suitable living environment. 
With the proposal, it seems my quality of life would greatly diminish, not only because of noise pollution, but once 
again, fear for my overall health, overall safety. The probability for an accident to occur increases greatly with this sorf] SA-. 
of operation. My quality of life would diminish, and as a young 32 year old, thinking about starting a family with mil NO-36 
husband, it would be impossible to do here in my current home, if the Air Force train ing center was estabished. --.J 

Overall, the domino effect would yield negative results for the citizens of Boise, especially those DIRECTLY affected by J 
this proposal. I am very concerned for my health, overall well-being, mental, physical, emotional, and economical state if NO-6 
something of this caliber passes proposal. I can't imagine living here in my home or near by where such noise cou ld 
affect my life. I would be forced to move out of Boise all together. We Love Our Home and City, please take note of all 
these negative impacts on the PEOPLE. 

I've attached a research article done on Luke AFB in california and the information can and should be taken int~SO_3 . 
consideration. ~ 

Miss Maya 

Our greatest glory is not in never failing , but in rising up every time we fail. 
- Ralph Waldo Emerson 

AN EVALUATION OF THE POTENTIAL LOSS IN WEST VALLEY HOME VALUES 
FROM LOCATING F-35 AT LUKE AIR FORCE BASE 

Timothy D. Hogan, Ph .D. 

1810 BO 

Luke Air Force Base has been a major pilot-training base for almost 70 years. When it 

began operations in 1941 , the lands surrounding the base and/or under its flight paths 

were undeveloped desert or scantly-populated agricultural land far from populated 

areas. But with the rapid growth of the Phoenix Metropolitan Area in the post-World War 

II era, development has expanded into areas surrounding the base threatening the 

viability of its operations. 

Since Luke AFB is perceived as a major contributor to the economies of the state of 

Arizona and the Phoenix area,1 the state and the West Valley communities around Luke 

AFB have taken steps to regulate land use in the vicinity of the air base and its flight 

paths to minimize the safety and noise issues associated with its operations. 

State laws and planning/zoning actions by local jurisdictions have preserved the viability 

of Luke AFB's current mission as the largest F-16 training base, and thereby allowed 

the continued flow of economic benefits from base operations. It should be recognized , 

however, that these land use restrictions also have negative economic effects that are 

concentrated on property owners, the business sector, and the local governments in the 

surrounding communities. More generally, these negative effects also impact the wider 

economy and partially offset the positive benefits of Luke AFB operations. 

The U.S. Air Force is planning to begin replacing the F-16 with the new F-35 within the 

next few years and to phase out the F-16 over the next decade. Luke AFB is being 

considered as a site for an F-35 training base. If it becomes a training base for F-35 

pilots, it is anticipated that the scale of training operations would largely remain the 

same. However, results of testing by both the Air Force and independent experts 

indicate that the noise levels of the F-35 are much higher than the F-16. 
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1810BO 

If aircraft noise associated with F-35 training operations is significantly higher than 

current noise levels in areas surrounding the base and its flight paths, the adverse 

effects resulting from base operations would also escalate. Focusing only on the 

economic effects, the higher noise levels would have negative effects on property 

values in the affected areas, and the existing land use plans would need to be modified 

to reflect the higher noise levels. Both of these would result in losses in property values 

and have adverse effects on the economies of the surrounding communities. 

Measurements of Aircraft Noise Levels 

Aside from safety issues associated with aircraft crashes and other types of accidents, 

noise is the largest burden placed on surrounding areas by the military operations at 

Luke AFB. Loud noises can be very annoying and, if at a high enough level and/or 

sufficient frequency, can cause health problems. But while most agree that excessive 

noise is bothersome, it is a subjective issue. Noises from different sources vary by 

intensity, duration, frequency, and time of day at which the noise occurs. How different 

people evaluate the level of annoyance and/or the disruption associated with particular 

types of noises can be affected by all these and many other factors. I n an effort to take 

at least some of these factors into account, a number of alternative rneasures of noise 

level have been developed. 

The decibel or dB is the most fundamental measure of noise level. It measures only the 

intensity or "loudness" of noise. It has largely been supplanted by the "A weighted" 

decibel or dBA, which accounts for the fact that humans do not hear high or low 

frequencies as well as middle frequency sounds. The "sound exposure level" or SEL is 

a noise measurement that accounts for both the intensity and the duration of a single 

noise event. In some instances, as for example comparisons of the relative noise levels 

of an F-16 versus an F-35, the noise levels are typically reported in terms of either dBAs 

or SELs. 

2 

1810BO 

Aircraft noise as it relates the noise levels around airports is usually defined in terms of 

a more complex measure, the day/night average sound level - denoted either as DNL or 

Ldn. This is a measure of total aircraft-generated noise averaged over a 24-hour period, 

with a penalty for nighttime noise. DNL measures are typically calculated from data 

collected from alternative locations surrounding an airport over a period of time. The 

latest published DNL data for Luke AFB was calculated by the Air Force from data 

collected in 2001.2 

Conventionally these calculated DNL measures are represented in terms of DNL noise 

contours that show the areas surrounding an airport in which the DNL is equal to or 

higher than a particular value. Figure 1 shows a set of such contours for the area 

surrounding Luke AFB.3 

The Federal Aviation Administration identifies a DNL level of 65 as the upper limit of 

acceptable aircraft-generated noise levels. The Environmental Protection Agency on the 

other hand defines the threshold level at 55+. 

There are ongoing debates on the relative strengths/weaknesses of the alternate 

measures. But it is important to remember that all these metrics are alternative 

approaches to measuring the level of noise. They do not directly measure the level of 

annoyance caused by the noise. In particular, since noise levels around airports are 

usually described in terms of DNL noise contours, it should be noted that the DNL 

measure has been criticized for understating the practical effects of noise and its 

annoyance (FAA Web Pages 1999). 

Noise Levels and Current Land Use Restrictions 

In Arizona, noise-based constraints on land use are regulated by state law and local 

zoning ordinances. State law requires disclosure to property owners/buyers that 

property is in the vicinity of a military airport with the potential for accidents and high 

noise levels. All political subdivisions in the vicinity of a military airport are required to 
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adopt land use plans and enforce zoning regulations that assure development 

compatible with the high noise and accident potential associated with military airport 

operations. Land use compatibility requirements related to noise levels defined in terms 

of DNL-based noise contours are specified by state law. These land use constraints are 

based on the noise contours from the 1988 Joint Land Use Study (JLUS). 

Residential- DNL less than 654 

Schools - DNL less than 65 

Commercial/retail trade - most less than DNL 805 

Industrial- DNL less than 8S5 

Government - DNL less than 805 

Medical/cultural/non-profit organizations (inc. churches) - DNL less than 755 

Parks/playgrounds/spectator sports - DNL less than 75 

Golf courseslwater sports/riding stables - DNL less than 805 

The development potential of approximately 33,000 acres in the West Valley 

communities surrounding Luke AFB has been constrained by these regulations (Luke 

Forward Campaign 2009). Some incompatible development occurred before these 

restrictions took effect. A 2002 study compared existing land uses against the 

compatibility criteria established by state law. The majority of inconsistent uses were 

residential uses totaling 182 acres (Arizona Military Regional Compatibility Project 

2003). 

The Impact of Aircraft Noise on Property Values 

The negative effect of airport/aircraft noise on property values is a well

researched/documented issue. There are dozens of published studies on the topic, all 

of which come to the conclusion that property under or nearby the flight corridors of 

airports experiences diminution in market value. 
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One of the most important studies was conducted for the Federal Aviation 

Administration in 1994. The results indicated a consistent negative impact of aircraft 

noise on residential property values. For the area surrounding the Los Angeles 

International Airport (LAX), in the case of moderately-priced homes, it found a 1.1 

percent loss in market values per dBA above a "quiet threshold." For the John F. 

Kennedy Airport (JFK) in New York, the loss in market value for moderately-priced 

homes was estimated at 0.5 percent per dBA. (Bell 2001). 

1810BO 

Studies of the environs of LAX, Ontario, and John Wayne airports in southern California 

estimated the negative impact of values of single-family residences ranging from 15 to 

43 percent - averaging a 27 percent loss in market value. The studies also included 

analysis of the impact on non-residential property and found significant negative effects 

on commercial space.6 

A 2004 study that synthesized the results from 33 studies of airports in Canada and the 

United States over the 1969-1997 period estimated a range for the loss in residential 

property values of 0.5 to 0.7 percent per dB for levels up to 75 dB. The study indicated 

that the noise discount would be substantially higher for areas that are affected by noise 

levels higher than 75 dB (Nelson 2004). These statistics imply that the value of a 

moderately-priced home located within the 65 DNL noise contour would be about 9 

percent lower than an equivalent home located in a neighborhood not affected by 

aircraft noise. 

The analyses of the Southern California airports found more severe effects of aircraft 

noise on property values. The 1.1 percent loss in value per dB estimate from the LAX 

study would imply that the loss in value of a home within the 65 DNL contour would be 

almost twice as large at about 17 percent? 

6 

1810BO 

Negative Economic Effects of Existing Noise Levels 

Impact on Property Values 

A substantial portion of land zoned for residential use in EI Mirage, and some areas 

zoned for residential use in Surprise and Buckeye are located within the JLUS 65 DNL. 

The values of existing homes in these areas are substantially lower than they would 

otherwise because of their location in the vicinity of Luke AFB and subject to high levels 

of aircraft noise. Based upon the results of the studies cited above, estimates of the 

magnitude of lost value would range from 9 - 17 percent. In dollar terms, this would 

mean that the value of a home located within the 65 DNL noise contour otherwise 

valued at $150,000 would be worth $14,000 to $26,000 less than an equivalent home 

without aircraft noise. 

Impact on Potential Development 

Most of the land area of the City of EI Mirage lies within the JLUS 65 DNL land contour 

and is thus subject to these noise-based land use restrictions. The southwest corner of 

the city lies within the JLUS 75 DNL contour and is therefore subject to noise

attenuation requirements and additional constraints on some non-residential land uses. 

Similarly, most of the northwestern portion of Goodyear and some of the southeast 

portion of Surprise and the northeast portion of Buckeye lie within the JLUS 65 DNL 

land contour. 

The noise-based land use restrictions limit the development potential of the property in 

these areas. If these restrictions were not in place, it is possible that these properties 

would have been developed for higher-valued uses - increasing the wealth of the 

property owners, the level of economic activity in the area, and government revenues. 

Even if the properties are not yet developed, potential for their development in the future 

(which does not now exist) would tend to increase their market value and property tax 
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revenues due to higher assessed values. Thus, the existence of these land use 

constraints depresses the market value of properties subject to the regulations. 

Higher Noise Levels Associated with the F-35 

Testing by both the Air Force and independent experts shows that the F-35 is much 

louder than the F-16 that currently flies out of Luke AFB. 

181080 

Tests at Eglin AFB in Florida (the first base picked as a training site for F-35 pilots) 

compared the F-35 to the F-15, which it would replace at that base. Other testing shows 

that the level of noise produced by the F-15 is slightly louder than the F-16. The test 

results indicated that the noise level of an F-35 on take-off was 9 dB (SEL) louder

about twice as loud - compared with the F-15. The comparison is even worse on 

landings. During approach, noise from an F-35 was 19 dB higher - about 4 times as 

loud - than an F-15 (U.S. Air Force 2008). 

Other tests reported in the Eglin AFB Environmental Impact Statement provide direct 

comparisons between the F-35 and the F-16 in terms of noise levels under the flight 

path at various altitudes. For example, at 1,000 ft. (an altitude typical for flight paths 

over EI Mirage) the noise level of the F-35 was 21 dB higher than that of the F-16-

about four times louder (U.S. Air Force 2008). Independent tests conducted at Eglin 

AFB in 2009 found noise levels on landing/approach for the F-35 to be 15-16 dB louder 

than the F-16 (U.S. Air Force 2008). 

The size of the area surrounding Eglin AFB subject to high noise levels from the F-35 is 

also much larger than that associated with the F-15. Although the pattern of settlement 

around Eglin AFB is much different than Luke AFB, the test results for Eglin AFB 

indicated that the number of people exposed to sound levels of 75 dB or more would 

rise dramatically - from 142 to 2,174 (Rolfsen 2008). DNL noise contours plotted for the 

area surrounding Eglin AFB also expand drastically based upon the noise levels of the 

F-35 compared to those based on the mix of existing aircraft without the F-35. The 

8 
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distance from the runway to the 65 DNL contour along the typical flight path grows from 

4.8 miles to 8.4 miles and distances to the sides of the flight paths also greatly expand 

(U.S. Air Force 2008). 

Impact of the F-35 on Luke AFB Noise Contours 

As part of the 2003 Luke AFB Air Installation Compatible Use Study, an updated set of 

noise contours was prepared using 2001 flight data based upon changes in flight 

operations - the most important being a change in the predominant direction of 

departure so that 70 to 94 percent of departures would be to the southwest (U.S. Air 

Force 2003). These updated AICUZ noise contours generally are smaller than the 1988 

JLUS contours and more accurately reflect noise levels produced by current F-16 

operations. To the north and northeast of Luke AFB, the 65 DNL contour extends into 

four residential areas in EI Mirage. A recreational vehicle community is also within the 

contour. Churches and public schools lie within the 65 DNL contour. To the west, some 

small areas of residential development are located within the noise contours. To the 

south, the 65 DLN contour extends to the intersection of W McDowell Rd and N 

Perryville Rd. Impacted land areas are generally used for agricultural purposes, but 

some residential and commercial properties, plus part of the state correctional facility lie 

within the contour. 

Because the 1988 JLUS noise are not based on the noise levels associated with current 

flight operations at Luke AFB, at the present time some areas where the actual noise 

levels from current operations are below the 65 DNL threshold are still within the JLUS 

65 DNL noise contour. This may lead to an incorrect impression about the true intenSity 

of noise levels measured at 65 DNL. This will no longer be the case with the F-35. 

An official set of noise contours for the vicinity of Luke AFB based on F-35 noise levels 

has not been developed. However, an estimated 65 DNL noise contour map for F-35 

operations has been prepared by Dr. Wayne Lundberg, an aircraft noise expert, and 

presented at the 2009 National Defense Industrial Association Conference. It shows 
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clearly that the area adversely affected by F-35 noise will be much larger than that 

based on existing noise levels. The 65 DNL contour for F-35 operations covers all of EI 

Mirage and Youngtown, a large swath through the middle of Sun City, eastem portions 

of Surprise, a comer of Litchfield Park, and large portions of Goodyear, Buckeye, and 

some unincorporated areas of the County (Lundberg 2009). A copy of Lundberg's map 

is presented as Figure 2. 

Negative Economic Effects of the F-35's Higher Noise Levels 

Impacts on Property Values 

1810 BO 

Evidence from testing indicates that the noise levels associated with the F-35 compared 

with the F-16 are anywhere from about 10 to 20+ dB higher. Using the lower bound of 

an increase of 10 dB would imply a loss in value in the 6 - 11 percent range for homes 

in the areas affected by the higher noise levels, while a 20 dB increase would imply 

losses in value in the 12 - 22 percent range. Losses of these magnitudes would be 

equivalent to dollar losses of $9,000 to $33,000 for a $150,000 home. 

Because of the higher noise levels associated with the F-35, the area significantly 

impacted by aircraft noise will be much larger than was the case with the F-16, and 

more residential areas with many more homes will be affected. As described in the 

previous section, virtually all of EI Mirage, Youngtown and substantial areas in Sun City, 

Surprise, Litchfield Park, Goodyear, Buckeye, and unincorporated Maricopa County will 

become subject to aircraft noise levels high enough to affect property values. 

Thus, the higher noise levels would result in declines in the market value of residential 

properties of hundreds of millions of dollars in these West Valley communities. The case 

of EI Mirage offers the clearest example, since virtually all of its residential areas would 

be covered by the F-35's 65 DNL noise contour. Residential property owners in that city 

alone could suffer overall losses in the $200 million range, based on the mid-point of the 

percentage losses in market values cited above 8 
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Impact on Potential Development 

The current noise-based land use restrictions are based on the 1988 JLUS noise 

contours. The results from Eglin AFB imply that DNL noise contours for the vicinity of 

Luke AFB based on F-35 operations could well be larger than the JLUS contours. If this 

is the case, more areas will become subject to land use restrictions, and the 

development constraints on some properties may be strengthened. 

These noise-based land use restrictions will limit the development potential of property 

in previously unaffected areas. If larger areas of the environs of Luke AFB become 

subject to noise-based land use restrictions, the negative impacts of these constraints 

on the wealth of area property owners, the economic vitality of the region, and 

government revenues will be even larger than the current situation. 

END NOTES 

1. The latest economic analysis of the economic impact of the base estimated that its 

operations contribute $2.17 billion in overall economic activity and support 22,000 jobs 

in the Arizona economy (The Maquire Company 2008). While $2.17 billion is an 

impressively large number, it should be noted that it represents less than 0.5% of total 

state economic activity. 

2. The DNL measure does not provide a good indication of "single event" noise. For 

example, 50 noise events with a sound intensity of 98 dBA over a 24-hour period is 

equivalent to a 65 DNL. For this reason, how to interpret DNL values is controversial, 

and the measure is criticized for understating the effects of noise (Bell 2001). 

3. The map depicts both the JLUS 65 contour on which the current land use constraints 

are based, and the updated AICUZ contours based on current F-16 operations. 

4. Some very low density agriculture-related/rural residential is allowed in areas subject 

to DNL up to 79-84. 

12 

5. Indoor noise-reduction measures required in area subject to noise levels above 69 

DNL. 

6. From studies conducted by Randall Bell as cited in Bales (2002). 

7. The estimate of a 9 percent loss in value is based upon the results from Nelson 

(2004) taking the mid-point of his estimated range of 0.5-0.7 percent loss per dB and 

assuming an increase in noise level of 15 dB. This figure is based on the difference 

between 50 and 65 dB. The LAX study found the noise level in neighborhood not 

subject to airport noise was about 50 dB. 

(0.6 percent loss in value per dB) X (15 dB louder noise level) = 9 percent loss 

181080 

Similarly, the estimate of a 17 percent loss in value was calculated using the 1.1 percent 

loss per dB figure from the LAX study and assumed the same 15 dB difference in noise 

level. 

8. According to 2009 property tax records (Maricopa County Assessor 2009), full cash 

value of residential property (including both owner-occupied and rental properties) in EI 

Mirage totaled more than $1.4 billion. The mid-point of the estimated loss in market 

value from the studies cited would be 14 percent (the range was 6 to 22 percent), which 

would imply a decline in the total value of residential property of about $200 million. 

13 
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1812 BO Bill and Mary Clark 

 

1811 BO 

From: 
Sent: 

Barb Aim !l1II!I1!I!I1I!!I!!1!I!!I"'IIJ!!!I!I 
Sunday, March 11 , 2012 5:05 PM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: proposal to house F-35 fighter jets at Boise's Gowen field 

Am sending this note to let you know that [ am against having the fighter jets here in Boise. I object to th;;l GE-4 
noise. ::J 

Sincerely, 
Barb Aim -

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dea r Sir: 

William Clark !!I!!,,!IJ!I!I!!I!!!IJII!II!!! ..... 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 2:18 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Potential F35 Fighter Jet Deployment at Gowen Field 

Concerning the potential F35 Fighter Jet Deployment at Gowen Field: 

We live very near Gowen Field and we have no problem with the eventual F35 Fighter Jet 
Deployment there. 

1812 BO 

We just wanted to let you know that as near neighbors t o the area, we are in favor 
deployment here. 

]

GE_3 

of the Jet 

Thanks for your time and consideration. 

Bill and Mary Clark 

William H. Clark 
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1813 TU Dr. Mari Broenen 

 

1814 TU Kathleen G. Williamson 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

mari broenen 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 6:36 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Opposition to the F-35 in Tucson 

1813 TU 

I am writing to express my very strong opposition to the Air Force bringing the F-35 tol GE-4 
Tucson. ~ 

I will do so by way of a story . 

On a recent weekday morning I was leaving the Ross store as a young boy about 4-years old was l 
walking up to the entrance with his mother as an F-16 was flying overhead. The noise from 
this jet was nearly intolerable. While the nearby adults looked up and cringed, the little 
boy clasped his hands over his ears and screamed, "Oh, Mommy, it hurts! It hurts! Make it NO-8 
stop!" All his mother could do was to quickly cup her hands over her son ' s hands and ears and 
rush him indoors. 

When the noise from the F-16s that currently fly in this highly populated area is already 
deafening, I can't help but ask: Why the louder F-35s should be allowed in Tucson? How can 
you justify bringing something so terrifying and dangerous to a metropolitan area? There are 
rural locations for the F-35 where it would not harm the people it is supposed to protect, 
why can 't it go to one of those? 

]GE-l 

Dr. Mari Broenen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kathleen Williamson, Esq 
Tuesday, March 06, 2012 6:14 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

1814TV 

Subject: Opposition to Proposed F35 Pilot Training in Tucson and EIS letter to Martin and Fornof 

Importance: High 

Kathleen G, Williamson, J,D" LL.M., Ph,D, 

March 6, 2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
and 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETc/ A 7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg, 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof 

RE: Tucsonl Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of F -35 Aircraft EIS. 

This letter is to oppose the installation ofF35s in the Tucson area and to oppose training pilots to fl~ GE-4 
F35s in this area. 

The Environmental Impact Statement (www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com) is flawed in critical ways. J SA-12 
Importantly, the F35 has not been safety tested yet. Hence, any EIS claims about its safety for flying, especially 
for training new domestic or foreign pilots over a metropolitan densely populated such as Tucson, are wrong 
and recklessly premature. Furthermore, the cumulat ive effects of adding the F35 to our airspace in a town that] 
already has more air and noise pollution from combined ground and military and commercial traffic than it can eM-2 
currently endure are not adequately accounted for in the EIS, thereby making the EIS critically incomplete and 
inaccurate. Further points in opposition include: 

(1) ANG jets including OSB jets currently fly over midtown on arrival, when directed to by air traffic control, 
and otherwise. This fact is one that all who reside in the central city have observed and was admitted by ANG DO-23 
personnel during the Q & A prior to the public meeting at the lCC on Feb 23 , 2012. The "noise contours" that 
surround the "flight path" in the DEIS does not include the actual flight path of the F35 and therefore is 
inaccurate, Additionally, the DEIS states that the F35 wi ll need to transit to DMAFB to load weapons and to 
take depart. The DEIS states that the DM flight line, facilities and airspace wi ll be used. This means that the 
flight path DMAFB currently uses for departures and arrivals over midtown of A IO, C I30 and the rest wi ll be NO-35 
used by the F35 when needed. Once again the "noise contours" that surround the "flight path" in the DEIS also 
do not include the actual flight path and therefore is inaccurate. Both of these situations mean that the F35 will 
not fly exclusively along the flight path ANG claims but will be far more extensive and will invade the central 
city. As such regardless of the claims of the DEIS, the F35 (loaded with weapons or not) will fly over midtown 
and the central city, the most densely populated areas of Tucson. 
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Moreover, the DEIS does not address any of the environmental impacts associated with the actual flight path::::J DO-23 
that the F35 will take over midtown and, as such, is totally deficient. The DEIS must be withdrawn or be 
supplemented with a new DEIS which fully assesses the environmental impacts of flying the F35 over the:] NP-13 
central city and redraw the flight path. Further the DEIS must reassess this together with the cumulative affec~ CM-2 
on the entire urban area of Tucson. 

(2) Noises estimates for the F35 keep changing and are truly unknown. The DElS noise estimates are based on] 
speculation predicated on unrel iable "modeling ". The DElS does not disclose the methodology, raw data, or NO-42 
scientific bases for any of the estimates so that the public can engage their own experts to scrutinize the DEIS 
noise estimates. Moreover to the extent estimates are included, in addition to their speculative nature, they are 
diluted and intentionally minimized by averaging them over a 24 hour period. To avoid speculation and to allOW] 
residents to hear the F35 in real time a flyover is essential as Sen. McCain and former Rep. Gabrielle Giffords NO-7 
demanded. Further this plane has no safety record! 

(3) Concerning the significant issue of environmental justice and protection of children, the F35 will J 
disproportionately expose low income and minority populations to noise in excess of 65dB DNL, which is noise 
that DOD and the FAA have classi fied as not compatible for residential use. Notably absent from the DEIS is EJ-4 
any specific plan for mitigation. We live both indoors and outdoors and our properties encompass both. The 
DEIS is deficient in not unambiguously stating that nothing short of condemnation of all the properties under 
the actual flight path will truly mitigate the environmental impact of the F35. 

(4)The DEIS is required to conduct an assessment of the entire cumulative impact of the F35 . This has not be:e 
done. Simply consider the facts that TIA's commercial business is scheduled to grow and DM's flight operations 
are expanding. The DElS does not assess the cumulative impacts of these circumstances, the noise, air CM-2 
pollution, congested airspace, productivity losses of those who live under or adjacent to the flight path and 
alike. 

(5) ANG does not have a track record of abid ing by NEPA and thus it should not be regarded as having any 
credibility in claiming its fidelity to operating the F35 wi thin the dictates of the law, along any flight path and 
consistent with the DEIS. ANG and DM commenced operating Operation Snowbird (OSB) in 1975 and an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) ofOSB was conducted in I 978.Despite substantial and significant changes NP-t9 
over time, specifically from 1988-1992, that dramatically changed the program and under law required a new 
EA or an EIS, DM and ANG ignored the law and refused to conduct any environmental assessment. It was not 
until 2008 when members of our community discovered this violation and pressed them to do so, DM and ANG 
commenced an EA the results of which have not yet been completed. -

6) The EIS fails to adequately study levels of pollution from flight fumes and fuel which exist now, what WO~ld AQ-I 
be added by the F35 program, and what the cumulative effects would be. This type of study needs to be EJ-4 
conducted especially concerning the minority and lower income areas that would be most radically effected by 
overhead flights. 

7) Noise reduction programs are invalid. We live in Tucson for the climate; in order to have our time sp~ NO-IS 
outdoors as well as to enjoy living wi th our windows and doors open for at least half of the days of each y~ 
Furthmore, Mr. Huckleberry's (Pima County) representation that Pima County would contribute $25 million 
toward noise reduction is invalid. That money does not exist. I t is merely reckless puffery by an official and 
does not carry the democratic mandate or support of the local electorate of Pima County. 

1814 TV 

I have lived in Tucson since 1986 and have personally been harmed by the current and increasing levels of J 
military flights that we endure as a result of the TIA ANG training programs for F I6s and also by the DM NO-8 
Operation Snowbird and other programs. University classes and business activities are constantly being paused 

downtown/central area of the city. The majority of the people who live in the central Tucson area are !~-.zl 
while we wait for military aircraft to fly overhead. We have already endured two fatal military crashes in th:J 

adamantly opposed to any increases in danger, pollution, and noise levels, especia lly what the F35 would bring NO-I 
in terms of being 2-4x louder than the F16s. 

Please act responsibly for the American peo~ GE-4 
Act responsibly. No F35s over Tucson. .:....J 
Respectfully, 

Kathleen G. Williamson 
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1815 BO Betty L. Bagley 

 

1816 BO Frederick R. Bagley 

 

Via Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af. 

March 9, 2012 

David Martin, Airforce Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West , Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

RE: United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment - F-35A Training Base, Boise, 
10 

1815 BO 

I am a resident of the Hillcrest neighborhood near Gowen Field in Boise, Idaho, and IJ GE-4 
am opposed to basing F-35A aircraft at Gowen Field for the following reasons: 

The Primary functions of the Defense Department and Air Force are to protect and ] 
save our American quality of life and property values. Locating the F-35As at Gowen NO-36 
will defeat the first function by imposing extremely loud noise on the 10,119 residents 
in the vicinity of the flight patterns forcing them to change their lifestyle to withstand 
the noise. Further, the FAA declaration that 6958 acres in the vicinity will be declared] 
"unfit for residential use" will disadvantage homeowners by making their homes hard SO-l 
to sell and decrease the assessed valuation on most of the taxing districts in Boise, 
Meridian and all of Ada County, requiring all of the taxpayers in those taxing districts 
to make up the tax shortage year after year. 

I am strongly opposed to the potential noise impact on our community, and believe it] NO-36 
is up to the Air Force to avoid disrupting our lifestyles and diminishing our property SO- I 
values and tax base by keeping the F-35As out of Gowen Field. There are better ] 
locations for the F-35As to be based that are not so disruptive to our way of life and GE-l 
property values and the Air Force should make use of those locations. 

Betty L. Bagley 

F-3SA Comments-Betty Page 1 

Via Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

March 9, 2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

RE: United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment - F-35A Training Base, 
Boise, ID 

1816 BO 

I write this as a WWll vet and strong supporter of our armed services, however, ] 
I am opposed to basing F-35A aircraft at Gowen Field in Boise, Idaho for the GE-4 

following reasons. 

The Primary functions of the Defense Department and Air Force are to protect ] 
and save our American quality oflife and property values. Locating the F-35As NO-36 

at Gowen will defeat the first function by imposing extremely loud noise on the 
10,119 residents in the vicinity of the flight patterns forcing them to change their 
lifesty le to withstand the noise. Further, the FAA declaration that 6958 acres in J 
the vicinity will be declared "unfit for residential use" will disadvantage 
homeowners by making their homes hard to sell and decrease the assessed SO-I 

valuation on most of the taxing districts in Boise, Meridian and all of Ada 
County, requiring all of the taxpayers in those taxing districts to make up the tax 
shortage year after year. 

I am strongly opposed to the potential noise impact on our community, and ~ NO-36 

believe it is up to the Air Force to avoid disrupting our lifestyles and diminishing SO-l 

our property values and tax base by keeping the F-35As out of Gowen Field. 
There are better locations for the F-35As to be based that are not so disruptive to] 
our way of life and property values and the Air Force should make use of those GE-l 

locations. 

Frederick R. Bagley 

F-3SA Comments-Fred 
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1817 TU Jim Campbell 

 

1818 TU Dave Olsen 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jim campbell.~~!!IJ!I!!!I!!!I!!IIJ!I!I~ 
Monday, March 12, 2012 10:53 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 unqualified support 

1817 TV 

Please add me to the list of supporters of the F-35 in Tucson. Nothing like the sound of freedom in the ai:J GE-3 

Jim 

Jim Campbell 

1818 TV 

From: 
Sent: 

Dave Olsen ~II!I!!I!!!!!I!""!IJ!!I!!'" 
Monday, March 12, 201211:58 PM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Tucson needs F-35 

Southern Arizona has the ideal climate, land, airspace, ranges and facilities needed to train pilots in the F-3S. J 
Since 1956, the 162nd Fighter Wing has enjoyed unwavering community support in Tucson . OUf Citizen Airmen 
have built a world premier fighter training unit. This vital mission is of tremendous value to national defense, the 
state of Arizona and the Southern Arizona community. 

GE-3 
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1819 BO Betty Chatburn 

 

1820 TU William M. Bracco, Jr. 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Betty & Dean Chatburn 
Tuesday, March 13, 20129:44 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 in Boise Idaho 

1819 BO 

Gentlemen, ~ 
While I feel the training mission of the F35's in Idaho would be excellent for the economy of Idaho, I do not feel that these GE-4 
planes should be stationed in Boise, Idaho. Because of the topography of our valley, no matter which way these F35's NO-38 
take off it will affect every person in the vaUey with the noise they create at take off and landing. 

We have been told there will be several take-of and landings each day, not just one, but several. My home lies directly J 
under the flight pattern that the F35's would use on a daily basis; the noise level created by the afterburners would make SO-I 
my neighborhood totally unlivable. We would not be able to sell our house if even one F35 went over when a prospective 
buyer was looking at it. 

If you want to move the F35's to Idaho, wouldn't it make more sense to move them to Mountain Home Air Base rather ] 
than to basically create a new airbase within a cosmopolitan city? My vote, yes I want these planes in Idaho, but please GE-12 
use strategic planning and base them at Mountain Home. 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments, 

1820 TV 

From: 
Sent: 

Bill Bracco~"!IIJ!IIIJ!!!!IIJ!I!IIJ!I!!IJ!II!I!I~ 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 10:58 AM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Support for F.35 

Southern Arizona has the ideal climate, land, airspace, ranges and facilities needed to train pilots in the F-35. 

Since 1956, the 162nd Fighter Wing has enjoyed unwavering community support in Tucson. Our Citizen 
Airmen have built a world premier fighter training unit. This vital mission is of tremendous value to national 
defense, the state of Arizona and the Southern Arizona 

I fully support the F-35 in Tucson! 

William M. Bracco, Jr. 
MAJ, USAR 
Retired 

GE-3 
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1821 BO Jamie Schoonveld 

 

1822 TU Marisa Samuelson 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

RICHARD SCHOONVELD 
Tuesday, March 13, 201211:18 AM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Regarding F-35s in Boise 

1821 BO 

I would like to give a face to the many young families that would be affected in Boise if the F-35s were to be based here. 
We lived next to Hill AFB for two years (2008-2010) and after that experience agreed that under no circumstances would 

we ever buy a home in such close proximity to a base, especially while raising young children. Now we are potentially 
facing the same issues after buying a home in currently family friendly Columbia Village, one of the more affordable 
neighborhoods in east Boise. 

Our children would be awakened and screaming multiple times per night when night missions were conducted at Hill and 
the jets would buzz the house and cause the light fixtures to shake. When my children played at the park behind the ~ 
house, I would run to cover their ears from the literally deafening noise. I have come to understand that the F-35 is even NO-l 
louder than the F-16s that we tried to shield our children from at Hill. 

We were fortunate in 2010 to be able to move back to my hometown of Boise and then to buy a home the summer of 
2011. We have joked that after living by Hill AFB we can barely hear the commercial jets that occasionally fly over our 
new home. However, the threat of F-35s eventually flying over our home is no laughing matter. Unlike other prospective 
sites, "we," the neighborhood, were here first. 

We purchased a house here in order to enjoy outdoor activities, send our children to wonderful Trailwind Elementary ~ 
(located in a high decibel area should the F-35 come) and build equity in our home. All of these pursuits could be ruined 
by this foolish proposal. It would be difficult for us and the 10,000 homeowners with homes classified as "unsuitable for SO-I 
residential use" to recover our home values and build the equity necessary for our families to have a viable financial 
future. I am also appalled to speak to neighbors who are ill-informed, if at all, regarding this potential program that could 
affect so many of us. 

Please do not let this program find a home in Boise, ID, which currently enjoys an unparalleled quality of lif~ GE-4 

Sincerely, 

Jamie Schoonveld 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Marisa 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 1 :02 AM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Proposal to base F-35s in Tucson 

To: David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 

1822 TV 

The purpose of my email is to state my strong opposition to basing the F-35's at Tucson International Airport 0;:-1 GE-4 
Davis-Montham Air Force base in Tucson, AZ. =.J 

Allowing these j ets to be based in Tucson, a high density metropolitan area, would be devastating to my family] NO-II 
and hundreds of thousands of other citizens in my community who live, work, and go to school near the flight 
path. The negative impact of noise pollution and emissions alone are intolerable in a highly populated region ~NO_I 
like Tucson. It would have an extreme negative impact on our health, quality oflife, along with property values AQ-I 
and it would be extreme ly unhealthy for our children. Many studies have shown the unhealthy effects of the ~g:~6 
noise alone. so-. 

EJ-2 

Even today, it is impossible to have a conversation in my yard - or at my son's nearby preschool- when F-15 ] 
jets fly overhead. In fact, my house shakes when they fly by, which during the winter and spring is as much as NO-8 
every 10 minutes! All the children can do is cover their ears and my baby cries because the noise is so startling. 

Please: ANY ECONOMIC GAIN DOES NOT COMPENSATE FOR THE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF 
LIFE OF THE CITIZENS OF TUCSON AND OF OUR CHILDREN! 

In the strongest way, I oppose the basing ofF-35's in TUCSO~ GE-4 

Thank you for your consideration of this very important matter. 

Marisa Samuelson -
Sent from my iPhone 
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1823 TU Steve Johnston 

 

1824 BO Denzil Rogers 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Steve Johnston 

Friends, 

Steve JOhnstonllJll!!lII!!!!!I!!II!I!!IJ!II!"'. 
Monday, March 12, 2012 1:39 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No to stationing F-35 at Tucson 

1823 TU 

I lived under the flight path of the A-10s for several years in the center of Tucson (6th ] NO-8 
Street and Tucson Blvd) and found the noise to be unbearable. We moved to the edge of the 
Tucson Mountains. Now, if the F-35s are stationed here, they will be louder miles away tha~NO_l 
the A-1es were a 101313 feet above us before. 

Do not ruin the habitability of our valley by stationing these noise monsters in our midstJGE-4 

Thank you for your attention. 
Steve Johnston 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Denzil 
Tuesday, March 13, 20121:11 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No To F-35's in Boise 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

HQ AETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg, 901 

Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 

Fax: 210-652-5649 Tel. 210-652-1961 

1824 BO 

I would like to state my family's opposition to having 72 f-35's based here at the Boise airport. We li ve directl;l c,F._4 
in the path of the west side airport runway approach. -.:J 
I am all for supporting the military, but the Boise airport is not the right place for so many fighter jets with all :J 
the surrounding neighborhoods that would be found in the path of the noise pollut ion. The high number of the NO-37 
jets and the number of fli ghts they would be flying both day and night are simply not compatible with having so 
many schools and neighborhoods in close proximity, It would significantly decrease the value of the homes in] 
the surrounding neighborhoods. SO-I 

If the F-35's could only take off and land from the east end of the runways, it may not be as bad, but m2J NO-29 
understanding is that that would not be the case, 

Please consider other locations that are better suited for these flight~ GE-. 

Sincerely, 

Denzi I Rogers 
Concerned Boise Resident 
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1825 LU Charla Henney 

 

1826 TU Michael Ames 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Charla Henney 
Friday, March 02, 2012 11:45 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Noise level of F35 

1825 LV 

I was glad to see an email address posted in the newspaper. I've been concerned for years 
about the noise level from jets flying over my neighborhood, but I haven't been able to find 
anyone to write to. 

I live in a small neighborhood (200 or so acres) south of Charleston Bridge. The noise 
levels from the current jets are unacceptable. If I'm indoors it's not too bad, except when 
they are flying night missions. I tend to go to bed early J but when the jets are flying 
after dark, there's no point in going to bed until they ' re done . Even inside the house, with NO-8 
earplugs, they keep waking me up. 

When I'm outdoors working in the yard or hiking, if the jets are just flying over, the noise 
isn't too bad. It's no worse than living a few miles from an airport. Sometimes the jets do 
something with their engines that makes them MUCH louder . I don ' t know what it is, since I 
am not a pilot . When they make their engines loud, I can ' t carryon a conversation for 
several minutes after they've flown over . I ca n see them in the air, 10+ miles away, over 
the fort, and still can't be heard over their noise. Sometimes they fly too low, and al l the 
windows in the house rattle with the noise of their passing. 

I don't understand how you can claim that the much louder F35 jets won't affect people in J 
housing on post. They'll affect me, and I live miles from post. The noise level from the NO-J 
current jets is already unacceptable. I would hate to have an F35 roaring over my house. 

Charla Henney 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Michael Ames~!!I!~"~"!!I •••• 1 
Monday, March 12, 20126:17 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
noise from airplanes 

We have far too much noise from airplanes in Tucson as it is. We don't need more] GE-4 

1826 TV 
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1827 XX Patricia Arida 

 

1828 TU Mary DeCamp 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia Arida IIII!II!I!IIII!III"!!!I •• 
Monday, March 12, 201211:14 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Military 

I greatly support all military positions,,' Patty Arid~ GE-3 

1827 XX 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Good afternoon, 

Sunday, March 04, 2012 7:37 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No F-35's in Tucson 

My Sunday prayers today include a plea to keep F-35's out ofTucso~ GE-4 

1828 TU 

These noisy Instruments of death contnbute to decreased qualtty of Itfe on many levels Money would be bett~e 
mvested In social programs that tram our young to grow gardens, Install windmills and/or solar panels, repair 
bIcycles, mentor kids, or a mynad of other lIfe-affirming endeavors For a world your grandchildren would lIke GE-lJ 
to mhent, choose to create corn, beans and squash, Instead of drones, bombs and guns. 

Peace IS cheaper, healthier, more fun, and more sustamable than ever-escalatmg warfare 

No F-351s, please It sours society III way too many ways, mternally as well as externallu GE-4 

Thank you, 
Mary DeCamp, MA 
Retired Instructor 
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1829 TU Robert E. Schween 

 

1830 BO Sally Zitelli 

 

1829 TU 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your oomments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email oomments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Foroof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 21Q.652·5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, (0 ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final ElS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental PoliCy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be oonsidered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infomlation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 

any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the maiHng ~sl for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being induded on the disbibulion list, 
Name: ______________________________________________________ __ 

OrganizationiAffiliatiOf1: __ 

Address:' _________ _ 

City, State, Zip Code: ____ --",,;;::!!!""'~~~~~~~~~~~L ______________ _ 

Comments: -:c-----------------------:,------------------------------
Uk (hue He Ai: a.,.<o1 the 1;34 1IJ/1i'C' 4bIk «r:n it q !vke" 

; 0 

, -·Plea$f! print - Additional space Os provided on \he back.-

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receil'Q fulu"e notices aboUt the F.J5A Training Basing EIS 

GE-3 

From: 
Se nt: 
To : 
Subject: 

~~:y~ i~~~Ch OJ. 20d ho PM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Boise and f 35a'$ 

183080 

I live nea r the ai r port i n Boise and have for 25 years , l ong bef ore t her e was a reason to :j 
t hink my ho use and pr opert y coul d be be come not sui ta ble for r eside nt i al use . Imagine tha t 
happening t o you and all your fa mily and fr iend s . SO-I 
Other bases and fo rts near l arge popu l ation bases halle equipment and supplies and peopl e and 
carf")' out t he armed fOf" ces husi nes s wi t hout ma king s ure a hor r endous impact on t he quality 
of life of the r esident s who 10lle whe r e th ey live and never (auld imagi ne t heir precious 
possessions being not fit f or r esidential use. 
!-low does the poss i bil ity of t his even happe n when ther e ar e bases t hat ar e not near l arge J 
populations that (QuId t ake t hese noise jet s. 
I am not non anti mil ita ry by any means . I am just think i ng the wi se th ing i s t o put these (; f:. I 
jets AWAV FRON A LARGE POPLJ LATION AREA . That way you do not make peop l e anti military, you 
pr'otect peoples ' qu alit y of life, and the noise doesn ' t do much to harm sage brus h, dese rt 
terr ain and wild anima ls 

Sent from my i Pad 
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1831 BO Bill Heyer 

 

1832 TU Frank W. Frey 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Bill Heyer 

Comments: 

Tuesday, March 13, 2012 10:11 AM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 

Boise ErS Comment 

Hello, I am writing this comment form to oppose the use of F-35 aircraft at the Boise Airport. 

1831 BO 

1. I am very concerned with the noise level of these aircraft. The Boise Airport is close to residential areas as well as ] 
our Elem~ntary School (Owyhee ~Iementary). I have serious concerns that the noise of these aircraft will create a strong NO-36 
negative Impact on the quality of life for me as well as my children. 

2. Early in the F-35 process I received a postcard to sign and return in support of the F-35 for our community. It only ] 
cited job creation and benefits of the project and did not mention the negative impact on environmental quality. I did sign GE-4 
and return th is postcard, however now that I am aware of the environmental impact I would like to rescind my 
support. 

Thank you, 
Bill Heyer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom ete. 

Frank and Selma Frey '''''I!!!I!II •••••• 
Monday , March 12, 2012 10:56 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
The F-35 and Tucson 

This citizen ofTu(son would be thrilled to have the F-35 at TI~ GE-3 

1832 TV 
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1833 BO Jackie Bonn 

 

1834 BO Patricia E. Chitty 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Wednesday, March 07, 201211 :11 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No to F35A in Boise 

183380 

The F35A which is being considered to land and take off will be too loud for the surrounding air space. Yo!QNO-1 
see I live in that air space and am frequently digruntled by the failure of airport leaders to provide oversight O"n)NO-8 
training planes that land and take off leaving the windows in my house sounding like they are going to break . .J 
The F35A is even louder and does not belong here flying over schools, public homes, or the like. IfthiLl NO-37 
government/military wants to do this then they need to purchase the homes impacted by what they alreadYI SO-3 
have added on the military airstrip to later be owned by the city. ~ 

Expand Mountain home where it is already a military zone and keep commercial planes on our runways. ThiLl GE-12 
value of our home has already DROPPED to an all time low. Please let us continue to enjoy the Americanj 
dream. Gowan Field is the wrong choice unless you plan to purchase all the homes on the bluff which 
experience more than we already should be. We had no input when the new military landing strip came ... it SO-3 

was a done deal for the city. Give us a voice or buy our property at a fair replacement price! 

Jackie Bonn 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia E Chitty 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 4:59 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35's 

183480 

I would like to comment on the possibility of the F35's coming here. I live in Boise on ..... 
.in Lakewood. We could hear the planes clearly every time thy started up. It was especially bad] 
at night. We retire early as we are in our seventies. We ended up closing the window in the NO-8 

bedroom and we could still hear clearly. W have never had this problem. Once in awhile a small 
plane will fly a little low but it is a rarity an this kind of noise was not involved. We do not have the 
best hearing in the world. Pity the people who do. 

I am still astounded that you would even consider this for a heavily populated area .It is not fair tOl DO-32 

hte people who live here and it is certainly a blight on the environment which this State already .J 
ignores. This State can find some other acceptable way to lure jobs and money. Take the planes] 
someplace where the noise,pollution and hazardous materials will not affect a large population. GE-I 

There are such pla~es. I cannot understand why you would even consider a place so near a city. ~ DO-32 
You would not do It anyplace where the Congressmen and women had clout and used good sense 
.Unfortunately ours do not .Still, the Air Force should be able to figure this out on its own. 

In summary: Please do no bring those planes to Boise. You will only end up with complaints and] GE-4 

hostility. Patricia E. Chitty Boise, Idaho 

Pat 
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1835 BO Gary Roberts 

 

1836 BO Susan Soper 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Friday, March 02, 2012 9:35 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
1/2 

183580 

I live within the sound range of Gowen field in Boise, ID, and I am firmly in favor of any
type of aircraft for Gowen . 
If people 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Friday, March 02, 2012 9:35 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
2/2 

buy property near any airfield noise is expected. Gary Roberts, Boise ID 
-

GE-3 

183680 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello! 

Sue Soper 
Sunday, March 11, 20122:55 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Gowen Field and fighter jets 

Wednesday, March 7, 2012, I attended a meeting here in Boise, Idaho that was organized by Senator Elliot 
Werk. At the meeting were three gentlemen representing the Air Force. There were a number of other people 
present who had more invested in the "yea or nay" of the location of the fighter jets. I just listened. 

-

Although I own and occupy a house near the Boise Airport I Gowen Field, I am in favor of having the jets 
located here for training. It is human nature to always want to have and enjoy only the benefits of life, but 
unfortunately , there are negatives to life, too. It seems that the objectors want to have the amenities of a free 
country, including freedom from noise, diesel fumes, inexperienced pilots, etc. , but they don't want to go live in 
the Gobi Desert, where those absences can be found, The objectors may also be getting themselves all riled up 
for nothing - they may have too much time on their hands. 

Bring the F-3SA Training Center to Boise. I have a house I can sell an airforce family! 
Susan 

-

GE-3 
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1837 TU Jonathan Freeman 

 

1838 BO Anonymous 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs, 

Freeman, Jonathan I!!!!"I!I!II!I!II!!I!!!II_ 
Tuesday, March 13, 20121 1:41 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
In support of F-35 training at Tucson 

1837 T V 

I am writing to register my strong support for the potential F-35 training mission. J 
I believe that the F-35 group would find Tucson an excellent site to accomplish their tasks. 
The climate is superb. The land and airspace are plentiful as we ll as the existing ranges and facilities. GE-J 
In addition, I personally would love t o see the F-35 in the Tucson skies - a striking and beautiful example of our cou ntry's 

power and military might. 

Jonathan Freeman 
Tucson, AZ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

svonflue 1!I!"~!!I!!IJ!I!1!!I!!111!1!!1 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 2:17 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Jets 

1838 BO 

I am a high income treasure valley resident . I wil l consider moving if they bring the jets! GE-l 
here. They need to go to a low population area. ~ 

Sent from my iPhone 
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1839 LU Mark and Sheryll Schuster 

 

1840 TU Thomas Costaras 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonn at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address informa"m will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on Ihe distribution list. 

Name: 5 

Address :'~~~~lliilll;;;;;~========= 

"-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.'-

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide your mailing address 10 receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

GE-3 

1840 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Thomas Costaras~!!IJI!!II!!I!!IJ!II!I!!II ••• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 7:26 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Bring The F-35 To Tucson 

I wholeheartedly support the Ai r Force's F-35 fighter plane for our Tucson community. 

The plane wi ll maintain and possibly create needed jobs in our community 

2. The plane wi ll keep our Nation strong well into the future and wi ll provide Tucson with the pride that it has 
held for the Air Force for the past 70 years. 

3. The plane has proven that it is safe. 

4. Air Base strategy will keep the plane's noi se to a minimum, as it has performed in the past, with no 
additional adverse pollutants released to the surrounding air. 

Please bring the F-35 to Tucson where it can be appreciated with honor. 

Respectfully, 

Thomas Costaras 

GE-3 
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1841 BO Brian Moore 

 

1842 TU John Fina 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, March 13,20123:10 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Opposition to F35 in Boise, 10 

184180 

I am unwilling to agree to stationing any F35 aircraft in Boise, and will pass ionately wo~ GE-4 
to insure that F35 noise pollution does not ruin what ' s left of our quality of life. J NO-36 

Brian Moore 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1842 TU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please idenlify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email commenls 10: 

David Martin, Air Force ConlraCtor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: tlE lcaILo.illbGx{olu5.Lif.mll 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part olthe official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant 10 the Nalional Environmental Policy Act. 42 United States Gode 4321, et seq. All 

written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Finat EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to praYide such information will resull in your name nol being included on the distribution lisl. 

Name: __ ~~~~~~~~--~------------------------------------

Address :·;~:~:iiiiiiiiiiiiiiL~===========~ 
Comments: ___________________________ ::-_ 

#,;e rtJ aE ,&/1f.c.> ME E/~ IV t: 7"0 G;cr ,,1"#tZT#' /f/ I 
$"vC/-I-,4-5 77tt~, Wli SlIovt-t:> /?C df f' CJ , ~r;; 

/ ~!lv ~()e>nP'><) -T"VC<;/fJ j.I~l).5 ff7V), j,</ / (..L GE-3 

l3e7VerFtT ~ri(IC4kc-'7 ~}/11 77-115 l,r 

"'Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ..•• 

Visit www.F-3SATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address 10 receive future nolices aboutlhe F·35A Training Basing EIS. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–550 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

1843 TU M. Diaz 

 

1844 TU Chris Lundin 

 

1843 TV 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please lise this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft ElS, If your comment refers to a specifIC page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments 10: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210·652·5649 
Email: <letc a7c.r 1I11x:;x(rilus.nl.mJI 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed In the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmentat Poijcy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq, AI 
WTillen comments received during the comment period wiB be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of pfflate 
address inlorrnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information wi lt not be released il the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose. unless required by law. However, your private address information wil l be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribuhon. Failure to provide such informalion will result in your name not being induded on the distribution list. 

Name: M. ry \ 1\'1...---"" 

OrganizationIAffiliation: ___ _____ __________________ _ 

Address:" ________ ______ ___ ___ ______ _ 

City, State, Zlp Code: __________________ _ -:;-_ __ _ 

Comments: ___ ___________________________ _ 

-J: Pryy..., ~N Ml k\.. ",",'(\ 5,'pnS- E?!?- 'IDe f ~ ?<'" ~~,Al\R<4 

~ \ ll. "l ~.o..\ /\No ",,-\, ,,\1== ... WK As ,t:.", U N, , ~@- b.l \ "2'PY'd Q 'P~ ...... 
qJQ~\R Cfo 1M =Ttl F- j) $.\lf;!.WMifo'C Df 01t-- ri\\k\t[¥->( ·o;·fG.J~? w. A 

L..~A= ! 4-cl Q t#'U D-!A '- 1..1-.-1/6J-- ;[0'\ ..A2Qrtl ccl 'Tb -'I-\I"t,\ W I!!; 

t".....fh.tt 9rrtJ t p lV\\...lv-. ,:1J'jZ;I -rn=- (..\Tf (t,i tf¥ NPO-WAt- P::; 'Ilh.:, 

f4~t1 'Yt=:1 WD~O % a W~E'D I~O~ t1C> 'It\-&-- u,,,A1..- G ,1/.01N' f, 
,;:pow Ifh td ?Me,;..Jt.-, 'l~ ?t¥g..Le.-Ib. ,....\60. 1"1'.v'e-? _ b Pc fJ\"lt:-c.-+!- D(-" 

'"\""lQ f'&¥.v\£..t0AE.bl 1:£ ~ lie YG 1:":["2 Ccz...v..\A-L '1At'! .. nh.0af @tr.t€.-

t!V\0..\ k.,w \-It)rA?J ~-A-L.\']..r-:: 'TW(C W~...- 0.'I.,?e~·!c 'I~rI\ ,,.,\ G.VU--( 

ftza''YLG- rJ'+Y! d=1"'{> It ~f,-r '71l ~ j)p v-'? A ..... \p 1-(" 
\ ;V\k1?fz M\falfA WI.-\'f\'"\ ltl 12 rpoA1 • 

'--Please pfin1 - Additional space is provided on the back ... • 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingE1S.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide yoor mailing m ess 10 receive fulure notices aba.Jt!he F·35A Tlairlirog Basing EIS 

GE-3 

1844 TV 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify thai location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin , Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETCfA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210·652·5649 
Email: aele iller illiJux(oius.af.rml 

All comments on the Draft ErS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final E1S. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
wrillen comments received during the comment period wiH be coosidered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information wit not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information wilt be used to compile the ma i~ng list for 
the Final EIS distribu6on. Failure to provOe such information wilt result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: C c'-"""r, ~ L-.J ......... C" ...-, 

Organizat:l~o~n/!A~ff~"~'a~tio~n~'llllllliiiiiiii======~===== Address :' 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: _I.b.....;,,~~"",~~o..C~:s.~l-b~"""v~"~. ~o,-,,~'-~, ~.,~-"~""_~";:)..r""<-~"''''-.\-_'_~p''_'\~,~,~·=,~>L'= __ _ 

v-.o.::... t- ~ 3~ A lr"..-Cb- ..... ....-. ~ /"l9 

,('1' 0 , \ u I · ..... 

"·Please pril11- AOcI~ iollal space is provided on 1he back.· .. 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comfor projectinformation or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailiog address (0 receive fUlure notices aboul the F-35A Trainiog Basing EIS 

GE-3 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–551
 

1845 TU Danny Roth 

 

1846 TU Cari Passmore 

 

United States Air Foree 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1845 T U 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the commenllable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments 10 the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments 10: 

David Martin, Air Force Corllraclor. and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fa)(: 210·652-5649 
Email: 5elc.alcr.i!llx.x(Qius.al.nlll 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the officIal record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Poley Act, 42 United States Code 4321, el seq. All 
written commenls received during the commenl period wil be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
addtess infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your privale address inlOOT1ation will nol be released in the Final EIS or lor 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address informalion will be used to compUe the mailing ~st for 

I/)e Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such informalion wWI result in your name not beiog included on the distribuUon ~st. 

Name: ____ -t.u~~---4~~----------------------------------------

· ' ·Please print - Addlllonal space Is provided on the back .•• • 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comforproject information or to download a copy of the Dra ft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive fulure notices aboullhe F·35A TrairinQ Basing EIS 

United States Ai r Foree 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1846 T U 

Please use this sheet to pfOvide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a speciHc page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. Vou may sul>mit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in Ihrs form at the comment table before you teave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter durirg the open house session or public hearing 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Sireet West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150·4319 
Fax: 210·652-5649 
Email: aEtcilhrllluui:fli.ius.af.mll 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requesled pursuanl to the National Environmental Po~cy Ac!, 42 United Stales Code 432t , el seq. AI 

wriHen comments received during the comment period will be COIlsidered during Final E1S preparatioo. Your provision of private 
address llformation with your commenl is voluntary. Your private address inlormation will not be released in the Final EIS or lor 
any othel purpose, unless required by law. However, your p.ivate address intonnalion will be used to compile Itle lMiHng lisl lor 
the Final EIS dislrb.Jlion. Failure to provide such informatKlIl will result in your name not beiog included oo lhe d istribu~on lisl. 

Name: Cad PIl15l\1(lCe." 

Address:· ____ ---"_ 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: :r: <)& ~f?ad= 1'h:t.- tirClk-t 
rUn 'k 6k. eOn,=$"<-- QC 120 \ J 'I O eM 4.L-k • 
i= ~Y5 fr All "\D(,5Q'I , A"l. 

··'Please print - Additional space Is provided on the back. "-

Visit www.F.35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of tile Draft EIS. 

'Provide yoor maiing address to receive future nolices about the F.J5A Trainin~ Basing EIS. 
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1847 TU Mary Steele 

 

1848 TU Shifali Zimmer 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Slalement (EIS) 

1847 T V 

Please use this sheell0 provide your comments 00 the Dralt EIS. If your comment refers 10 a specmc page Of seclioo of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the foHowing ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide ofal comments to the eM reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) MaH, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor: and Kim Fornof 
HO AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 18150·4319 
Fax; 210·652·5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp. inbox@u5.<lf.mil 

All comments on Ihe Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14. 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in Ihe Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested p..1rsuanl to the National Environmental Policy Act 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period wiR be considered dll(ng Final EJS preparation. Your provision of priliilte 
address Information with your comment is vokxllilry. Ynur privale address in/ormation will nat be released in the Fnal EIS or lor 
~ny other purpose, unless required by law. Howe\ler, your private address illormatlon \IIHI be used to compllc· the mailing list for 
lhe Final EIS distribtllon. Failure 10 provide such inlormation villi result in your !""lame not being irdudcd on the distribulion list 

Namc: Mary Steele 

organ izat:.,:O;nl~A~ffi~,,~;a~tilon~'::~iiii====================~ Address: ' 

City, Stale, lip Code: 

Comments OUT family futly supports the Air National Guard faCIlity to become the tralnmg ba"se lor th~ 
F-35A pilots The economic gams far eclipse any of the percleved probtems, Including Increase of nOise 

GE-3 
activity In and around Tucson Our area and weather makes thiS the perfect place to make thIS theIr 

(ra iDing base and we are hopeful that we Will be successfut In becomIng the new home base for train ing 

these pIlots 

" 'Please print - Additional space Is provided on the back .••• 

Visit www.F-35ATralnlngEIS.cam for project information or to download a copy of the Draft E1S. 

'Provide yOIX mailing address to fe~eive rutl.fe nalices about the F·35A TrainInQ llasinQ EIS. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1848 T V 

Please use this sheet to pro\lide your commenls on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or sectioo of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the folk:lwing ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open t-ouse session Of public hearing. 
2) Mail, lax or email comments 10: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Streel West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 76150-4319 
Fax: 210·652·5649 
Email: (Jele (11m IlIlxlA@USJ!nul 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Poky Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq.,Al1 
v.Ti\ten comments received durilg the comment period will be considered dumg Fillal EIS preparaHon. Your provision of private 
address inrorma~on with yell( comment is voluntary. Your private address information will nol be released in the Final EIS Of lor 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information wil l be used 10 comp~e the ma'j iJ)Q lis! lor 
the Final EIS d istribu~on. Failure 10 provide such inlormation wil l result in your name JlOI being induded on the distribu~on list 

"'Please print -Additional space Is provided on the back ... • 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.camfarproject information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your maii ng address 10 receive luture notices aboutlhe F-lSA Training Basi rg EIS. 
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1849 TU Mike Bernstein 

 

1850 BO Thane Barrett 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 

1849 T V 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc."hp . lnlJox(n~ us."l.m i l 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the Nalional Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will nol be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Vv! tlte; ~ID N 

Address :* _____ ••• iiii.l.i,ii •• iiiE======= 
Comments : _L.!=~---'t->tI=~(].."v~~~~=~-.!W-=,---,4:N'f~:::L-1.:~:!SBi3l9:..Hl=:::.v,!;e:,--.!:t!.~OY'-l=SC50,",C?r.:v=t<ro~(.~6s;" 

1<"1." ~ 0;;. f)+ltN 1<.... A-N D 

"'Please print- Add itional space IS provided on the back.· .. 

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to downtoa 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training BaSing EIS. 

GE-3 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hello, 

Thane Barrett I!I!I!!II!!!!!I!!I!!I!!!!I!!I[II!II __ 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 3:33 PM 
AETCIA7P Workflow 
Comment on F35 Joint Strike Fighter 

1850 DO 

I would like to share my comments on the proposal of stationing the new F35's in the Boise 
area. I a m totally in favor it it for th ese reason s: 

1) It could help the local economy by providing jobs, sales at local stores an d other trickle 
down economic benefits . 

2) It would give the Boise area a higher profile in the nation . 

3) It would remind us of the US Military, Freedom, those soldiers serving our coun try, etc. 

For those opposed to the potential noise, I would like them to be reminded of the peace 
we enjoy while our soldiers are serving in much less peaceful places and sacrificing for us 
so th at we can still enjoy peace in the USA. 

Regards, 

Thane Barrett 
Boise Resident 

-

GE-3 
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1851 TU Barbara Alva Mayer 

 

1852 BO Kathy Stites 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

BARBARA ALVA I!!IIIIII!I!I!!I!I!!I!!I!!I!I!I!I •• 
Tuesday, March 13, 201210:28 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Bring the F-35 to Tucsonl 

1851 TV 

I am a long time resident of Tucson, a nurse at the University of Arizona Medical Center, a wife and Mom. I want t~ GE-3 
voice my support of the F-35. I hope it comes to Tucson. :J 

Thank you so much, 

Barbara Alva Mayer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Comments: 

Stites, Kathy 
Tuesday, March 13, 201210:46AM 
AETC/A7P Workfiow 
Boise EIS Comment 

185280 

I am concerned with the noise level of the F-35 aircraft, The Boise Airport is too close to residential areas illNO-37 
well as Owyhee Elementary School. I have serious concerns that the noise of these aircraft will have ~ NO-36 
negative impact on the quality of life for Boiseans. 

One major question that has not been answered in any of these meetings with Air Force is, "Why can't theSJ 

be tested at this location before making a decision to place them here?". It seems the most logical. GE-2 
Allegations and assumptions are being made on both sides of the issue. Why not put them to rest with a 
test? The question begs to be asked and answered, yet no response is available, The refusal to respond only 
fuels the opposition's stance. 

If the Air Force's own report indicates that some residential areas would then be determined to be "Nail SO-3 
Suitable", what is left to ask? How will the Air Force deal with all of these displaced homeowners? Wh~ 
about the school and businesses in the area? 

The proponents argue that there will be an increase in jobs. To what end? An additional Burger King work]r 
to handle the lunch rush? Do these types of jobs qualify the loss of homes and displaced families and SO-21 
businesses? The high tech, higher paying jobs will be absorbed by the Air Force's personnel, not Boiseans, 

Until a suitable test will conclude that the impact to the area is not significant, the decision to place th~ GE-4 
training base in Boise is wrong. 
Sincerely, 

Kathy Stites 
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1853 TU Martin Samuelson 

 

1854 BO Linda Caufield 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 12, 2012 7:37 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
opposition to F-35 in Tucson, Arizona 

To: David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof. 

1853 TV 

The purpose of my correspondence is to state my opposition to basing the F-35's at Tucson I GE-4 
International Airport or David Montham Air Force base in Tucson, AZ. Having these crafts in particula.J 
would be devastating to us and hundreds of thousands of other citizens who live, work and go to 
school near the flight path. The negative impact of noise pollution and emissions alone are intOlerabllNO-37 
in a highly populated region like Tucson. It would have an extreme negative impact on our health, AQ-! 
quality of life along with property values and it would be extremely unhealthy for our children. Many ~g:~6 
studies have shown the unhealthy effects of the noise alone. Even today, it is impossible to have a SOot 
conversation and our children cry and cover their ears when F-15 fly overhead. THE ECONOMIC EJ-2 
IMPACT DOES NOT COMPENSATE FOR THE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE OF THE NO-8 
CITIZENS OF TUCSON AND OUR CHILDREN!!! 

In the strongest way, I oppose the basing of F-35's in TucsorU GE-4 

Martin Samuelson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mr. Martin and Kim FOrnof: 

linda caufield 1!I!lI!!!IIJ!I!!IJ!I"'!IJI
Tuesday, March 06, 2012 8:07 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
NO F-35's in BOISE Please' 

Helio My Elected Representatives: 

1854 BO 

With just days to go before a crucial decision is made on the future of this city as we know it, I implore you to reject the, GE-4 
notion of bringing the F-35's to my fair city. This issue has gotten way too little in the way of publicity or opportunities .JNP-14 
for public discussion. 
I would ask that you take all necessary steps to make the citizens aware of the very serious impact of the F-35's, J 
including a few "demo days" - I challenge you to bring a fleet of F-35's to town for a week and let us listen first hand to 
what we're signing up for! We can talk about decibel levels and listen to audios/videos, but, in all fairness, I don't believe GE-2 
it's too much to ask for a sample of the real deal when so much is at stake. I'm convinced that just because folks who 
read about the F-3S's in the paper or listen to the news stories about them on TV or radio, or those that never heard of 
F-35's before, and don't go to the trouble to protest, would do a double take and get interested very quickly once they 
actually had the experience of hearing a few fly over. Let us decide based on REAL noise, the truth! 

I'm not going to address the military implications of the F-3S. I know there are other turn-key sites available that do noOGE-l 
turn a city like Boise into a flight training center. My concern is for my city. I'm love and appreciate my city and the J 
quality of life that I and all citizens enjoy here. I know, as I'm sure you do, that we can't have it both ways -you cannot 0-36 
DESTROY the quality of life in Boise AND also HAVE the quality of life we enjoy, 

Thank you
Linda caufield 

Linda 
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1855 BO Karena Youtz 

 

1856 BO John Harkin and Family 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear US Air Force, 

Karena Youtz!l!lJ!l!!lJ!l!lJ!l!!I!!!I!~.
Tuesday, March 13, 20122:43 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No F-35s in Boise Idaho 

Please fulfill the F-35 mission someplace other than Boise, Idah~GE-1 

1855 BO 

The noise and shaking of houses will dramatically lower property values of homes in the south of town. All haVJ 
already lost a dramatic amount of value due to the housing bubble. Please do not reduce property values further. SO-I 

The job of the Air Force can be accompl ished without diminishing the value of homes in Boise, Idaho. 

Thank you, 

Karena Youtz 
Boise,ID 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John Harkin 
Tuesday, March 13, 201212:10 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Opposed to F-35 Training Base in Boise, Idaho 

Hello Mr. David Martin and Air Force, 

185680 

We as a family are opposed to the F-35 Air Force in Boise, 10. We are the 3rd most ] GE-4 
populous metropolitan area in the North West. This training base will destroy our 
property values due to noise in the valley. In addition our kids schools will be 10cated::Jso-1 
in the NSFRU area making that an even larger cost to this learning of our kids. We live] EJ-2 
just over head the Military Approach so our impact will be greater than most of the ~ 
people in the surrounding area. See image below with the location of our house. 

Copied from the TACAN approach to runway 10 

/ 
<;>8 JIMMI 

'--------- SOl 

.. >.;098 0 (11) C~~?D 
.. ,-j 098~! CD . ;..... .' .... r~· . 
~ BOI '<;>80 "" ,,,/ •••• ~ 3790~ 908 

-.. 0 ':;'~5 9 ~ ••••• ~ 
•• 4 252° ... Jt ·· .. ·V"', . 

R-252 --\. \ •••• WiG "'~ :::~) 

BOISE 
113.3 SOl =~.-

"l --Chon 80 

In the study, the practice approaches where not mentioned and this poses the a large~ DO-23 

area where we will be disrupted than what was reported putting our home and schoolU 
in the NSFRU. The disruption of our living is huge. In addition we have an Air Forcel GE_12 
Base just 30 minutes to our east designed just for this purpose. ~ 
Please don't continue to entertain Boise as a training base for these aircraft.l GE-4 
Sincerely, John Harkin and Family 1 ~ 
Address:llllllllllllllillillllllllil 
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1857 TU Deana Pos 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Deana Pas 
Monday, March 12, 201210:37 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
National Guard in Tucson as a candidate for F-35 training 

Tucson needs this badly! 

1857 T V 

Tucson, and the greater Southern Arizona community, wholeheartedly supports the basing of F-
35 aircraft at Tucson International Airport. The next-generation fighter technology this 
aircraft represents not only guarantees a stronger, more capable fighting force for our Nation's 
defense, and the best equipment for our servicemembers, it represents the future of our 
region's aerospace defense industry. 
- Tucson International Airport was selected as a candidate for its rare access to airspace for 
military training. The Barry Goldwater range in southwest Arizona, the state's largest, consists 
of 2.7 million acres of desert. Overhead are 57,000 cubic miles of airspace where fighter pilots 
can practice air-to-air maneuvers and engage simulated battlefield targets on the ground. 
- Tucson enjoys year-round flying weather. Fighter pilots learning to fly in Arizona have the 
benefit of clear skies which allows for fewer cancelled training missions due to weather. 
Cancelled training due to weather can set a pilot back in his or her training schedule and can 
increase time in training and related costs. 
- The 162nd Fighter Wing is the 37th largest employer in Southern Arizona and employs more 
than 1,450 Tucsonans; about 1,000 of those are full time jobs - more local workers than 
employed by Home Depot stores, U.S. Customs and Border Protection or American Airlines. In 
these challenging economic times we will secure the future of those jobs for the long term. One 
of our greatest industries is our aerospace defense industry. All Tucson industries should be 
protected to best of our abilities. 
- The 162nd Fighter Wing has an annual economic impact of $280 million in the region according 
to a 2008 Arizona Department of Commerce study. 
- The F-35, if based at TIA, would require between $176 and $188 million in construction 
projects at the airport which would bring a 2-to-3 year stimulus for Tucson's construction 
industry and create between 1,815 and 2,089 jobs. 
- The Draft EIS states that F-35 training would result in a net reduction of pollutant emissions 
when compared to the current F-16 training mission. It also states there would also be no 
anticipated increase in safety risks associated with aircraft mishaps, and impacts on wildlife, 
vegetation, historic properties, and recreation areas range from none to minimal. 
- The Arizona Air National Guard has safely flown six different type of single-seat , single
engine fighters from Tucson International Airport since 1956 with little-to-no impact on 
residents. This is a source of pride for the Guard and it's a tradition that our Airmen are 
prepared to continue. 

GE-3 

1857 TV 

- Southern Arizona's Aerospace Defense industry is one of the largest in the Nation making 
Tucson a city uniquely suited to support F-35 aircraft at the airport. 
- The aerospace and defense industry leads as a major contributor to the regional economy. The 
industry generates between $5 and $6 billion in revenues annually from more than 200 
companies. Southern Arizona is highly desirable as a location for growth and retention of 
aerospace/defense. Most importantly, this industry provides high-wage jobs for our residents. 
The average salary of an aerospace/defense worker in Southern Arizona is $60,000. 
- TREO's (Tucson Regional Economic Opportunities) Economic Blueprint provided an outlook on 
industry clusters found within the region. This study found that the Aerospace Vehicles and 
Defense Industry is highly represented in the region, accounting for over 6.2 percent of the 
national cluster's total employment. That ranks the region fifth among the top 100 U.S. 
metropolitan areas. 

- Southern Arizona also accounts for 2.3 percent of the entire U.S. Aerospace Product and 
Parts Manufacturing industry. It offers one of the highest concentrations of aerospace
defense workers in the country; one in five jobs in the region is tied to the sector. Aviation and 
aerospace technology is one of Southern Arizona's most substantial economic pillars. 
- Tucson International Airport is an economic engine, with an estimated 17,000 people employed 
in the vicinity of the airport, generating a payroll of $800 million. At least another 10,000 
people work in the area around the airport. With over 8,000 acres of property, Tucson 
International Airport is also one of the largest landowners in the area. Employers at Tucson 
International Airport account for over $3.5 billion in economic impact to Southern Arizona. -

GE-3 
conl'd 
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1858 LU Richard P. Ransberger 

 

1859 XX Gary Hunter 

 

1858 LV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sunday, March 11 ,201211 :00 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
comments on LAFB Draft EIS 

Name: Richard P. Ransberger 
Organization/Affiliation: USAF Retired M/Sgt. 
Address: 
City, State, 

Comments: Luke AFB is the perfect installation to train the next generation of F-3SA 
aircraft pilots. It has done an outstanding job of preparing the current F -16 pilots from 
around the world. It presently conducts F-16 training activities in various types of 
assigned airspace, military operations areas, military training routes, air traffic 
controlled assigned air space and restricted areas associated with air to ground ranges . 
Luke AFB already has auxiliary airfields available in addition it is using existing training 
air space and ranges which permit flare countermeasures, supersonic flight and the use of 
munitions. With all these favorable assets, not mention our great Arizona weather, I know 
Luke AFB will be chosen to provide the excellent training to our new F-35A fighter pilots! 

G£-3 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gary Hunter 
Monday, March 05, 2012 4:13 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
DEIS Comment Period 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornoff, 

1859 XX 

I must ask that the comment period for the F-35A Training DEIS be extended by 45 days beyond the March 14] 
deadline. The DElS is lengthy and quite technical , and it requires substantial time and effort to understand the NP-12 
methodology and conclusions. 
Your granting an extension will help ensure that the comments the Air Force receives from interested citizens 
will be appropriate, well-informed, and useful to the Air Force. ] 
To the best of my knowledge, those citizens who requested printed copies of the DEIS have not yet received NP-6 
printed copies of Volume 2. This impedes our efforts to understand the DElS, and is a further reason I'm 
compelled to request an extension of time. 
I'll appreciate a prompt response to this message. 
I appreciate your cooperation. 
Gary Hunter 
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1860 TU Paul Rosado 

 

1861 LU John R. Palliaser 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Paul Rosad0Il!l"II!!""!!I!I!!!!I!!II •• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 10:34 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

1860 TV 

Subject: Comments on Environmental Impact of F35 at Davis Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson AZ 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 1 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-43 19 

I oppose military flight operations over the metropolitan Tucson area. Military Flight Operations from Dav~' s 
Monthan Air Force Base is not good Land & Airspace Use for a metropolitan area of almost a million people GE-17 

because of noise and safety concerns. Military Flight Operations creates significant external obsolescence in 
the neighborhoods in proximity to Davis Monthan Air Force Base. 

Paul Rosado 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs: 

JOHN & S UE PALLIASER 
Sunday, March 11 , 2012 7:42 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments on F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 

1861 LV 

I attended the public meeting on the F-35, EIS on February 14 in the El Mirage School and was surprised that 
the speakers had little concern about the impact upon the local environment. As a homeowner under the takeoffl NO_36 
fli ght paths from Luke, my concern is the possible increase of sound levels from the current "j ust acceptable" .J 
levels to something that would make our quality of li fe less than acceptable. 

The average sound levels quoted in the handouts at the meeting are, to me, a quite meaningless statistic; it] NO-50 
would be the peak sound levels and their duration and frequency that concerns me. The F- 16 seems to 

exhaust nozzles which extends the high noise level's time period. In my discussions with the Air Force 00-33 
invariab ly take off using after burners and then makes a climbing turn to the left, putting us in direct line witti] 

representatives at the meeting, they did indicate that the F-35 would not normally need to use after burners on 
take-off. This may well keep noise pollution down to acceptable levels. 

However, I would request that training methods be carefully examined in order to minimize the noise impact on 
the communities lying below the take-off flight paths. I give the following examples:-

( I) One jet taking off is almost unnoticeable, but six can be unbearable particularly ifit occurs too frequently, 
say within 30 minutes. 
(2) Do the j ets always need to perform climbing turns immediately above us? 
(3) Are high speed passes over the base really necessary? 
(4) Formation fl ying also seems to me to be an antiquated procedure in this missile age. 
(5) I assume that "state of the art" aircraft are accompanied with "state of the art" simulators so that a lot of the 
training can take place on the ground. 

NO-29 

I believe that the Luke Air Base is clearly the best location in the world for pi lot training which is why I choos~ GE- 16 

to spend 5 months a year living here and I must add that I enjoy watching the jets flying in our vic inity. Please J 
try to minimize the impact of jet noise on our community. 

Yours sincerely 
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1862 BO Mike and Carolyn Lavey 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Saturday, March 03, 2012 1:27 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments on Gowen Field, Boise, 10, F-35 Possible Basing 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQAETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mi l 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornot: 

1862 BO 

We live at in Boise Idaho. This location is located directly northeast of Gowen Field 
and is in line of sight due to being located on a Mesa - Warm Springs Mesa. A little over two weeks ago it 
dawned on us that there was a very significant increase in airport noise as well as numerous circling 
aircraft. After several days, low level and very loud jet traffic became nearly incessant and was very 
unwelcome. We can hear the airport - sometimes somewhat loudly when the environmental conditions 
are right - but normal commercial traffic is intermittent and expected. We called the office of the Mayor to 
inquire about this increase in traffic and by return call were told "it was the Air Force flying training 
patterns, they just told us this was happening, and they are not providing any real information to us". 
This seemed very odd. Now we know about the planning going on, so now it makes sense. 

As an ex-Air Force service member and wife, and as a retired civil engineer with extensive work 
experience on Air Force installations in Massachusetts, Florida, Okinawa, Thailand, Alaska, Montana, and 
at Mt. Home AFB in Idaho, plus other places in between, I have a good idea of the level of noise from Air 
Force jet flights - particularly fighter type jets. From the information below in quotes I see that of the 
three locations now under review, two are Air Force bases and not civilian/commercial/air guard 
airports surrounded on three sid es by a city like Boise. 

Three places under consideration (highlights by me) - information from other newspapers or sources 
quote: 

" Other potential locations for a new F-35 Pilot Training Center include the Boise Air Terminal Airport Air 
Guard Station, a lso known as Gowen Field, Idaho; Holloman Air Force Base, N.M.; and Luke Air Force 
Base, Ariz. 

The Air Force's Preferred Alternative is to base 72 F-35A training aircraft at Lu ke Air Force Base. 
However, no decisions regarding the proposal will be made until after the environmental impact analysis 
process is complete. 

"These hearings gave the public three venues at which to interact with Air Force and Air Guard 
representatives and provide oral comments about the draft that wi ll be address and included in the Final 
EIS," said David Martin, the Air Education and Training Command's F-35A Training EIS project manager." 
End quote. 

1862 BO 
So, I just have to ask this question: Why not Mt. Home AFB at Mt. Home Idaho? I believe it is contigUOU~ 
to an active bomb and gunnery range as well as a flight training and emitter training range. For example GE-12 
here is a recent clip from Mt. Home's newspaper (highlights by me): 

""The Marines are very excited to train in this environment," Boorstein said. 

Many of their missions involved flights over the Mountain Home Range Complex south of the city (Mt. 
Home, 10). Others required the Osprey crews to fly to designated landing strips at higher altitudes in the 
Sawtooth Forest. These mountain missions allowed the Marine unit to practice the same skills they'll 
need when flying into rugged terrain when they deploy to Afghanistan. Southern Idaho's mountainous 
terrain and desert climate "is giving our guys a really good workout that's not available at Miramar," 
Boorstein said. "This is something we need to train for." In addition, the Air Force base here is home to 
one of the nation's largest collection of threat emitters -- a network of mobile and stationary sites that can 
replicate air defense capabilities used by countries around th e world. "It's a very comprehensive 
capability that's almost as good as it gets" compared to actual combat, the colonel said. Best of all, that 
intensive training opportunity is just a five-min ute fli ght from the base. 

Our thoughts are that Gowen Field is not an appropriate location for a fighter squadron that specializes TiiJGE-1 
"training". Fundamentally, from our perspective it makes way, way too much nOise, and there are other~ 
alternatives where that noise would not be intru sive. We suggest the Air Force train from Mt. Home AF~' 
or the other two Air Force bases noted above. BOise IS a small city and Gowen Field IS contiguous to both E-12 
commercial and residential areas; it is not an appropriate location for jet training. 

Sincerely, 
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1863 BO Micheal A. Chitty 

 

1864 BO Richard Cummins 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Micheal A Chitty II!III!I!I!I!!I!!II!!I!II!!!I!II_. 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 6:25 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
DO NOT BRING F-35s TO BOISE 

186380 

Living through your practice run ofF35s from Gowen Field, Boise, ID a couple of weeks ago ~ 
certainly woke me up! The practice runs ran into the night and even though my wife and I do not 
hear all that well and we closed the window, the excessive noise still kept us awake. Being in our NO-8 
70s, we need all the uninterrupted sleep we can get. Your F-35 practice runs made this impossible, 

I can't imagine anyone in their right mind wanting to buy homes in the "noise zone" from these I SO-I 
planes. Our home is in the Lakewood Subdivision and the excessive noise of 14,000 flights a y~ 
will definitely have a negative impact on the value of our property. Has there been given any ] 
consideration at the city, county, state, federal, or military level about compensation for the SO-l1 
financial loss that your F-35 proposal wi ll inflict upon those of us in the flight pattern 
and excessive noise area? I seriously doubt it. 

The area east, west and north of Gowen Field is densely populated; therefore Gowen Field is a ~ 
lousy choice to establish a training base for the huge planes. The idea of placing a "training" unit in GE-I 
this particular area is totally ludicrous. There are schools, daycare centers, assisted living centers, 
and major retail centers in this area. 

Gowen F ield is a very bad choice and I have no idea who in a leadership position representing the 
citizens of south Boise could possibly have thought otherwise. 

With all the desert and open space in southwest Idaho and southeast Oregon, I am sure you couldl GE-J 
find someplace where there would be minimal impact to dense populations of people. ~ 

The idea of pilots "learning to fly F-35s over a densely populated area is a very poorly thought outl SA_7 
plan and should be changed. ~ 

WE DO NOT WANT ANY F-35s STATIONED AT GOWEN FIEL~ GE-4 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

RICK&LOREITA CUMMINS 
Friday, March 02, 2012 5:35 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

COMMENTS AGAINST BAASING F-35 IN BOISE EIS 

186480 

I am opposed to basing the f-35 at Gowen Field. Boise !D. This plane has no business being based in a urb;;;;] GE-4 
enviroment. I live West of the airport one mile past Maplegrove Road, which according to your map is just.J 
outside the residentual impact zone. For the record when the training was taking place here two summers a~ NO-8 
with the f-15 you could not talk, hear on the telephone, or hear the tv when these craft were flying in the .J NO-J 
vinicity. It is my understanding that the f-35 is much noisier. 

No place in your packet of information does the air force give the decible levels as directly measured from th~ 
aircraft. I cannot believe that the military has not gathered that information. You measure everything else. I J NO-7 
would like to see a comparison of the f-35 to the f-15 and the a-IO. This would help. 

The EIS measures decibels on a day/night average over a 24 hour day. This is misleading in that it does not ~ 
tell the reader how loud anyone incident would be. This is akin to saying that being shot with a bullet traveling NO-50 
3000feetiper/second will not hurt you over a 24 hour period as the average speed is only 28.8 feetiper/second 
during a 24 hour period. 

Loss of quality of life in the Boise Valley was not given enough credence in the EIS. This plane could be onJNO-36 
of the largest negative impacts on the valley from a livability stand point that we have seen. It touts jobs but 
does not tmely layout impacts. 

Last comment on ElS The air force ask us to comment without ever seeing hearing or feeling the effects of thiS] GE-2 
plane. I guess it would be like telling me that I should buy a YUGO CAR site unseen based on the salesman'U 
word. 

I do think this plane could be based at Mountain Home AFB. It may be practicle to move the Boise Aif'] GE-12 
National Guard wing to that location and joint base these fighter with the guard and regular air force. ~ 

Richard Cummins 
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1865 BO Steve Lipus 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

~t~~~a~:~~rch 12. 2012lO2 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comment to F-35A Training Basing EIS 
F-35A Training Basing EIS comment.doc 

Please see the attached comments. Thank you. 

1865 BO 

March 12,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

186580 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS for basing F-35A Training at Gowe~GE_4 
Field (Boise AGS), Boise, lD. I'm sending you this email to express my opposition to NO-37 
this alternative. An urban area as large Boise and the Treasure Valley is an inappropriate AQ-I 
location for the resulting noise, pollution, and increased safety hazards this project would SA-I 
bring. 

The three things that concerned me most from reading the Environmental Impact 
Statement were the projected I) noise levels, 2) number of people impacted by extreme 
noise level increases, and 3) carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide emissions exceeding the 
applicable thresholds. 1 have the following concerns: 

1) Noise levels projected for the Boise location were high enough to be stated as factor~ NO-I 
(of 4, 8, and 11) rather than as percentages at other proposed locations. In addition, --.l 
studying locations with windows closed presumes that people will be indoors all Of] NO-IS 
the time, when in fact, people live in the Treasure Valley for all of the outdoor 
activities it offers. I am more concerned with recurring high decibel individual 
incidents that will occur. The "average sound levels" (DNL) do not portray the ~ 
actual high individual noise peaks, sonic booms, use of afterburners, etc. that we will NO-50 
experience. We try to minimize the use of air conditioning during the summer 
months by keeping windows open during the cooler parts of the day as ] 
recommended as an energy conservation method. Increased noise levels will cause NO-18 
us to increase the use of air conditioning in peak usage periods due to the need of 
keeping windows shut more often. 

2) The high-noise area includes 10,000+ people, and that doesn' t count those of us WhO ] 
live just barely outside those boundaries. That is a tremendous number of people to ~g:! I 
impact with speech, sleep, hearing interference, and decreased property values. Our 
home values have drastically declined due to the current economic downturn. ThiS ] 
added factor of increased noise levels, which would cause the FAA to designate 
most of the community that we live in southeast Boise as "Not suitable for SO-1 
Residential Use", is unacceptable. 
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1866 TU Thomas A. Zlaket 

 

186580 

occur too frequent ly and present health hazards to at-risk residents. As we currently AQ-II 

3) Carbon monoxide and nitrogen oxide emissions exceeding the applicable threShOld ] 
will add to the air quality alerts and inversions in the Treasure Valley that already 

struggle with the episodes of poor air quality issues, it ' s unacceptable that the Air 
Force would merely apply one or more of the criteria under Title 40 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations Section 93. 158(a) to address these increased emissions. 

The projected increase in temporary jobs and economic impact to the community do not 
offset the issues of noise and the resulting loss of home value, number of impacted people, 
and worsened air quality in the Treasure Valley. 

While 1 support the need for adequate training accommodations for the F-35A for our 
nation's defense, the Boise Air Terminal Airport Air Guard Station (AGS) is not a suitable 
location for this mission. 

It appears that among all alternatives analyzed, the Air Force' s preferred location at Luke 
AFB for 72 F-35A aircraft makes the most sense. And where the narrowing process 
determined that the bed down scenarios with 24 or 48 aircraft would not be cost effective, 
the use of Luke AFB should strongly be considered for the full contingent of 144 F-35A as 
the location to meet the nation' s full training base capability. 

Respectfully, 

Steve Lipus 

GE-I 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

l adies and Gentlemen: 

Thomas Ziaket 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 3:15 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1866 TV 

It is difficult to imagine a more su itabl e training site for the F-35 than Tucson, Arizona, 
and more specifically, the Tucson International Airport . 

The airspace is relatively uncluttered" the airport operates at a level well below its 
capacity, the weather i s magnificent, training ranges are easily accessible, and urban 
encroachment is minimal. All of these things are quite easily demonstrated by the long- GE-3 
standing, highly successful Air Force experience at Davis Monthan Air Force Base, and the Air 
National Guard 162nd Fighter Wing ' s extensive history at Tucson International Airport. 

I have lived in Tu cson for more than half a century, and am convinced that the vast majority 
of citizens here would we l come the F-35 training mission with open arms. I sincerel y hope 
the Air Force will give favorable consideration to this beautiful and hospitable city . 

Thank you. 

Thomas A. Zlaket 
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1867 TU Shannon Gallagher 

 

1868 TU Nancy Pruitt 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gallagher, Shannon , J !I!!I1!lIJ1!!I!~ ••••• 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 3:12 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

I support the F-3SA Lightning ii to TUCSO~ GE-3 

Shannon Gallagher 

1867 TV 

NOTICE: This e-mail (and any attachments) may contain PRIVILEGED OR CONFIDENTIAL information and is intended only for the use of the 
specific individua l(s) to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential under state and federal law. This 
information may be used or disclosed only in accordance with law, and you may be subject to penalties under law for improper use or further 
disctosure of the information in this e-mail and its attachments. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the person 
named above by reply e-mail, and then delete the original e-mail. Thank you. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nancy Pruitt 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 12:26 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1868 TU 

Nancy Pruitt, . I am the Mother of an F-16 Pilot who is at the Tucson Air Base. I J 
spend many months out ofthe year with him and his family. I totally support the F-35 training program coming to 
Tucson . They are equipped for it and already have pilots ready to do the job. The jets flying overhead make me very GE-3 
proud and it only means that I am feeling very safe knowing they are doing a great job in protecting our country. Thank 
you for letting me have an opportunity to comment on this very important decision. Nancy Pruitt 

This message has been scanned for viruses and 
dangerous content by MaiiScanner, and is 
believed to be clean. 
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1869 XX SCMS B.W. Mahon, Mrs. B.W. Mahon 

 

1870 TU Libby Hubbard 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 12, 2012 6:59 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1869 XX 

As for input we will be happy to see them fly where ever they want, we do not object and no reason why WJGE-3 
should after 27 years in the Air Force. 
My husband is retired from USAF, Looking forward to seeing them fly, 

Most sincerely, 

SCMS B,W, Mahon 

Mrs. B.W. Mahon 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Doctress NeutoPia,IIII!!!!IJI'!I!!II!!!!II!I!I~ ••• 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 8:03 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

Dear Davis Martin , A F Contractor, & Kim Fornal, 

Tucson does not need another military jet coming into it's airport. Please do not allow the F-35 her~ GE-4 

1870 TV 

We already had to suffer doing the Cold War when Tucson was a military target because 01 the nuclear weapons 
they had here. 

Enough is enough! 

peace, 
Libby Hubbard 
Tucson . 
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1871 TU Ken Smith 

 

1872 TU Judi Putnam 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KENNETH SMITH Owner 
Monday , March 12, 2012 9:06 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

I live in Tucson, AZ and I support the F-35 coming to Tucson Air National Guar~ GE-3 
Ken Smith 

1871 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, March 13, 2012 11:43 AM 
AETC/A7P Workfiow 
F-35 

1872 TV 

I ClVIA ~V'v cOVIA-pLete ClgreeVlAeV'vt w~tl1 tl1e F-35 COVlA~V'vg t jGE_3 

TucsoV'v ... I ! 
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1873 TU David Hopkins 

 

1874 TU Danny V. Anelli 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David Hopkins 
Monday, March 12, 2012 8:45 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
f-35 

You have my unqualified support for the F-35 being based in Tucson] GE-3 

1873 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, March 13, 201210:27 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1874 TV 

I Was A Technician With The 162nd Fighter Wing For Over 25 Year' 5 ... You Won r t Fine A Bette~ 
Air Guard Unit In The Country With Such An Outstanding Safety Record. The 162nd Would Be An GE-J 
Excellent Place To Base The f-35 Fighter. The Flying Weather Is The Best In The World, And 
The Gunnery Ranges Are Close By. I Don't Think You Can Fine A More Professiona Group Of 
Personell That Work At The ! 62nd Wing. Retired Msgt Danny V. Anelli 
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1875 XX Brenda Bryson 

 

1876 TU Bonnie Brunotte 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brenda Bryson II!I!!III!!I!!!I!"!!I!I!!!I! •• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 7:51 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1875 XX 

How do we justify the support of the loud planes that will fly over the city rObi~NO_1 
citizens of there quite and peaceful abodes that have been .:J 

the sacred space to go to after a long stressful day. Can we have this matter looked at'lSO_ll 
differently? Or maybe we can have the Government pay for us all to move to a more peacef~ 
place. Brenda Bryson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bonnie Brunotte 
Monday, March 12, 2012 5:00 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1876 TU 

Please, please do not send more planes over our neighborhood. We have enough conversation interrupters in the airl~~-_~ 
over us as it is. -1 
Bonnie Brunotte 
Jefferson Park Neighborhood 
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1877 TU Barry Booher 

 

1878 TU Anita Valdez 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 12, 201211:55 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1877 TV 

I think we deserve the F-3S . As long as we ere those jets flying around, we are still free.~ 
The people that are complaining about the sound, are the ones that moved near the base. GE-J 
Besides the sound is not as bad as the trains going by or living near the freeway. Please get 
those jets here. We have lots of open space and blue skys for them to fly in. 
Thank You ... Barry Booher, Tucson citizen & Patriot. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To David Martin, 

Anita Valdez •••••••• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 2:20 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

1878 TV 

Just to let you know that I am opposed to having the F-35 in Tucson for it's safety and noise level in the city ofl~~-~ 
Tucson. :J SAo) 

What would happen if as much money, time and energy would be used to build a Peace Project as for arsenal'JGE-13 

Blessings, 
Sr. Anita 
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1879 BO Steve Claybaugh 

 

1880 XX Anonymous 

 

1879 SO 

From: 
Sent: Steve "!I!!!I!!I!!I111!1"'''''''!!IIIJ-Friday, March 02, 201211 :30 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 

Mr. David Martin, 

I live in Boise Idaho and believe that the F-35 would do very well here at Gowen Field. Ho;;JGE-J 
my other friends will send a e-mail to you also . :J 

Steve Claybaugh 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Monday , March 12, 20126:49 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

YES, YES , YES, BY ALL MEANS] GE-3 

1880 XX 
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1881 TU Alex and Robin Ocheltree 

 

1882 TU Marge Humphreys 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alex & Robin 
Tuesday, March 13,201212:49 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 YES 

1881 TV 

We would like to support the idea of the F-35 being in the Tucson area due to the POSitiV~ 
impact on jobs and the economy. It is the natural place for it due to the year round flying GE-3 

weather conditions and the obvious choice. So, Yes to the F-35 in Tucson. 
Sincerely, 
Alex & Robin Ocheltree 

From: 
Sent: 

Marge~~"I!II!!III!!!!I!11!!1'" 
Monday, March 12, 2012 7:59 PM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 Training 

Yes! Tucson wants the F-35 training her~ GE-3 

Marge Humphreys 

1882 TV 
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1883 TU John Davenport 

 

1884 TU Shirley Ham 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Monday, March 12, 20126:59 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 support 

Please bring the F-35's to Tucson, Az. Tucson has the best location for them] GE-3 
Cordially , 
John Davenport -former Titan II ICBM launch crew member, 390th SMW, SAC, Davis-Monthan AFB 

1883 TV David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and IGm Fornof 

HQ AETC/A7CPP 

1884 TV 

266 F Street West, Bldg, 901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

RE: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing ofF-35A Training Aircrafts EISI 

Tucson resident concerns 

Dear Sirs: 

A big "NO" to the F-35 aircraft in Tucson!!! The airplane noise in Tucson is 
-

already horrendous. Operation Snowbird and Search and Rescue aircraft are currently 
flying over our city. Operation Snowbird started as a two-week winter operation in 1972. 
And since 2000, Operation Snowbird has quietly expanded to a year-round pre- GE-4 
deployment combat training, including foreign and sister-service pilot training without NO-8 
any safety assessment, noise assessment, or public notice to the residents under the flight 
paths. This expansion brought in F-15s, F-16s, F-18s, Harriers, and Tornados flying at 
low levels over highly populated Tucson neighborhoods. I can' t stress it enough- the 
noise from these planes is horrendous plus all these aircraft have higher accident rates = 

35 aircraft to Tucson is totally outrageous. How can the residences in Tucson bear an NO-l 
than the normal DM mission aircraft (A-lOs and C-130s). And the proposal to add the F-] 

aircraft 4 times louder than the F-l.6 when the noise of the F-16 is so horrendous now as 
it is? 

The safety risks to our city, the increased noise and air pollution, and the -

economic damage suffered by the neighborhoods under the flight paths needs to be NO-l 
address. Julia Keen lost its school due to aircraft noise and safety in 2004 and continues AQ-l 

SO-I to suffer greater declining property values. Other flight-path neighborhoods such as 
Naylor-Roberts, Arroyo Chico, Broadmoor, Sam Hughes and Blenman-Elm can expect to EJ-l 
follow suit with an increase of noisier and less safe air traffic. Not to mention that a new SA-l 
charter high school is being built, as this is being written, right under the proposed F-35 
flight path. _ 

I have a grandson who likes to play outside. As it is now, whenever, one of these l 
airplanes from the Operation Snowbird and Search and Rescue program flies over our 
house doing their touch and goes, he puts his hands over his ears and says, "Too, Loud!" NO-8 
I totally agree with him. Davis-MonthanlTucson International Airport Air Guard 
continues to have louder, faster with more frequent flights that ar\" just too dangerous 
over a highly populated city like Tucson. I believe you need to look at alternative areas 
for these F-35 planes to fly. A highly populated city like Tucson, Arizona is not the rightl 
place to have the F-35 program. I believe that an airfield not surrounded by high-density 
urban development should be selected, not only, for the Operation Snowbird and Search NO-37 
and Rescue programs, but also especially for the proposed F-35 program. Having these 
programs flying over a highly populated urban city is just unreasonable, not smart, and 
unsafe. . 

Sincerely, Shirley Ham 
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1885 TU Laurence Robert Cohen 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Laurence R Cohen-Silvia Rayces 
Friday, March 09, 201210:30 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 opposition 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Card.doc 

1885 TV 

I have written the attached letter about another overflight issue that relates perfectly well to this one. Please, the]NO_8 
sky is already crowed, and yesterday, we experienced enough deafening fly-overs that made talk impossible an<!J 
the quality of our lives reduced. If these aircraft are meant to defend us against enemies who want to destroY'l NO-36 
our way of life, they cannot do so by destroying the quality of our way of life. -.J 

Laurence and S i I via 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS 

Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 
in Support of Operation Snowbird 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 

1885 TV 

Anyone wishing to provide comments, suggestions, or relevant information on the Proposed Action and alternatives may 
do so by leaving written comments at the registration table or by using only one of the following methods: 

aj Mail to: ATTN : OSB EA COMMENT SUBMtTTAL, 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs, 3180 S. First Street, 
Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona 85707. 

b) Electronically at: 355wgpa@dm.af.mil. Include on subject line "OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL." 

Comment: (Please print· use and attach an additional sheet jf necessary) 

We were informed at the Sheraton Four Points meeting that the Environmental Assessment would focus 
on the following "resources to be analyzed:" 

Effects on-noise public safety air guality cultural resources biological resources hazardous matter and 
waste management socio-economics environmental justice and air space. 

We reference that list in our response. 

Noise-We do not know the names of the aircraft in auestion. We know them by their noise level. They

u 
come in loud louder loudest and beyond so that we can't hear each other talk can't hear ourselves think 
and feel our old house shake. The loudest of all these aircraft goes by and we can even see it. We just NO-' 
hear the terrifying noise and feel the shudder in the air. We cannot test the exact amount of stress that 
causes us but we can say without exaggeration that we feel that very real stress during and after every 
incident. Noise does real damage to people and to obiects. Frankly we live with more than our share 
already. 

Public Safety-The pilots that fly over metropolitan Tucson do not obey the flight corridors or heighD 
restrictions of commercial aircraft. They often do not obey the restrictions the Wing exacts on them. This AM-J 
holds especially true for helicopter pilots. Every over flight sortie you call them feels like a threat and 
presents an actual threat as Tucson found out some years back: 

A U.S. Air Force Phantom Jet crashed into a Food Giant grocery store in Tucson on Monday Dec. 18 
1967. Four people died. 

An Air Force Jet crashed on October 26 1978. Two people died. 
Given the nature of the aircraft now in use such a crash would cause even greater loss of life an~ 
property. These aircraft will go on sorties that will include the use of live bombs ordinance you call them. SAo' 
Whatever you respond bombs do go off when not wanted and where not wanted on a reaular basis. 

PLEASE NOTE: Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision-making , allows the public to offer inputs on altemative ways for the Air Force to 
accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on the Air Force's analysis of environmental effects. 

Providing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and 
consideration as any other comments submitted. Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft 
EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specifiC comments will be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
not be published in either the draft or final EA. 
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OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS 

1885 TV 

Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 
in Support of Operation Snowbird 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 

Again I raise the issue of stress due to the noise and constant threat of these aircraft. They are designed 
to terrorize the enemy on the ground. They work. In this case are we the enemy---€ven on the 
weekends? 

By the way you repeatedly use the term "sortie." In a brief look for synonyms for sortie I found the 
following : 

aggression assault attack barrage battle bloodshed bombardment charge combat fight foray frenzy 
furor fury invasion offense onslaught outbreak raid riot siege spasm storm strike thrust tirade 
violence war warfare and mission. 

The word itself reflects on the idea of and the denial of any real sense of public safety. 

Air Quality-Tucson suffers sufficiently from the fumes given off by aircraft including the contrails th.;tl AQ-I 
crisscross out winter skies. Less fumes. More quality, Easy equation . :.J 

Socioeconomic Conditions-The Tucson housing market is sufficiently depressed without the degradin

u 
effects on that market created by the conditions these additional aircraft would deliver as your sample letter SO-I 
discusses. Lower house values matter to the owners. As the sample letter suggests tourism can find SO-7 
itself reeling from the sky tearing sounds produced by aircraft when some tourist wants a relaxed moment 
of sunbathing. Next time they will go elsewhere. Even the highly valued winter residents may object to 
such a condition of life and go elsewhere. 

Cultural Resources-Any degradation of the general environment and atmospheric ambience will damag;;i CU-5 
such resources. ~ 

Hazardous MaterialslWaste Management-Obviously this is not a field of our expertise. However th~ee 
aircraft and their ordinance exist in a hazardous form even when on a runway. Increased sipping of fuel SA-9 
more oppressive and very low transportation flights and all the rest that surround the use of these aircraft 
will present daily problems and dangers in the present and in the future as we know due to already 
contaminated water from aircraft wastes in the Tucson International Airport area. 

Natural Resources and Ranges-We fail to see how exploding ordinance an explosion by any other nam:;-] BI-2 
makes the same destruction will do anything but damage any natural resource involved. ~ 

PLEASE NOTE : Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality (C EQ) NEPA Reg ulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportuni ty for public input on Air Force decision -making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to 
accomplish what it is proposing , and solicits comments on the Air Force's analysis of environmental effects 

Providing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and 
consideration as any other comments submitted. Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft 
EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specif ic comments wi ll be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
not be published in either the draft or final EA. 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS 

1885 T V 

Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 
in Support of Operation Snowbird 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 

-
We can't know the rationale for such sorties in our city or on any other place. However in times where 
many of our citizens suffer from the di rect threats of unemployment and scarce resources we wonder at 
the undoubtedly gargantuan costs of the practice sorties. We couldn't suss out the actual dollar costs per 
flyinq hour we encountered the following quote from ABC News March 28 2011 : 00-3 

"These airplanes cost us tens of thousands of dollars to operate per hour and the fancier you get in terms 
of planes the costs get truly astounding " said IMnslow Wheeler of the Center for Defense Information. 

We feel sure that computer simulations could do a great deal for practice-needy pilots save nearly 
countless amounts of funding and allow Tucson to continue with an undisturbed safe and productive life. 

Yours respectfully 

Name and Mailing Address: (Please print) 

Would you like 
to receive: 

CD copy of the EA IZI 

-

Notice of the EA 0 

PLEASE NOTE: Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision-making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to 
accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on the Air Force 's analysis of environmental effects. 

Provid ing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and 
consideration as any other comments submitted. Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft 
EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specific comments wi ll be disclosed Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
not be published in either the draft or finat EA. 
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1886 TU Silvia Maria Rayces 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Laurence R Cohen-Silvia Rayces 
Friday, March 09, 201210:30 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 opposition 
355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs Card.doc 

1886 TV 

I have written the attached letter about another overflight issue that relates perfectly well to this one. Please, the]NO_8 
sky is already crowed, and yesterday, we experienced enough deafening fly-overs that made talk impossible an<!J 
the quality of our lives reduced. If these aircraft are meant to defend us against enemies who want to destroY'l NO-36 
our way of life, they cannot do so by destroying the quality of our way of life. -.J 

Laurence and S i I via 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS 

Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 
in Support of Operation Snowbird 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 

1886 TV 

Anyone wishing to provide comments, suggestions, or relevant information on the Proposed Action and alternatives may 
do so by leaving written comments at the registration table or by using only one of the following methods: 

aj Mail to: ATTN: OSB EA COMMENT SUBMtTTAL, 355th Fighter Wing Public Affairs, 3180 S. First Street, 
Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona 85707. 

b) Electronically at: 355wgpa@dm.af.mil. Include on subject line "OSB EA COMMENT SUBMITTAL." 

Comment: (Please print· use and attach an additional sheet jf necessary) 

We were informed at the Sheraton Four Points meeting that the Environmental Assessment would focus 
on the following "resources to be analyzed: " 

Effects on-noise public safety air guality cultural resources biological resources hazardous matter and 
waste management socio-economics environmental justice and air space. 

We reference that list in our response. 

Noise-We do not know the names of the aircraft in auestion. We know them by their noise level. They

u 
come in loud louder loudest and beyond so that we can't hear each other talk can't hear ourselves think 
and feel our old house shake. The loudest of all these aircraft goes by and we can even see it. We just NO-' 
hear the terrifying noise and feel the shudder in the air. We cannot test the exact amount of stress that 
causes us but we can say without exaggeration that we feel that very real stress during and after every 
incident. Noise does real damage to people and to obiects. Frankly we live with more than our share 
already. 

Public Safety-The pilots that fly over metropolitan Tucson do not obey the flight corridors or heighD 
restrictions of commercial aircraft. They often do not obey the restrictions the Wing exacts on them. This AM-J 
holds especially true for helicopter pilots. Every over flight sortie you call them feels like a threat and 
presents an actual threat as Tucson found out some years back: 

A U.S. Air Force Phantom Jet crashed into a Food Giant grocery store in Tucson on Monday Dec. 18 
1967. Four people died. 

An Air Force Jet crashed on October 26 1978. Two people died. 
Given the nature of the aircraft now in use such a crash would cause even greater loss of life an~ 
property. These aircraft wi ll go on sorties that wi ll include the use of live bombs ordinance you call them. SAo' 
Whatever you respond bombs do go off when not wanted and where not wanted on a reaular basis. 

PLEASE NOTE: Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmentallmpacl Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision-making , allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to 
accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on the Air Force's analysis of environmental effects. 

Providing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and 
consideration as any other comments submitted. Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft 
EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specifiC comments will be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
not be published in either the draft or final EA. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–576 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

 

 

 

 

OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 1886 TV OPEN HOUSE PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING 1886 TV 
WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS WRITTEN COMMENT FORM AND INSTRUCTIONS 

Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 Proposed Implementation of National Guard Bureau's Training Plan 60-1 
in Support of Operation Snowbird in Support of Operation Snowbird 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Arizona 

-
We can't know the rationale for such sorties in our city: or on any: other glace. However in times where 
many: of our citizens suffer from the direct threats of unemgloyment and scarce resources we wonder at 

Again I raise the issue of stress due to the noise and constant threat of these aircraft. The~ are designed the undoubtedly gargantuan costs of the gractice sorties. We couldn't suss out the actual dollar costs l2er 
to terrorize the enem~ on the ground. The~ work. In this case are we the enem!l---even on the flying hour we encountered the following guote from ABC News March 28 2011: 00-3 
weekends? 

"These airglanes cost us tens of thousands of dollars to ogerate ger hour and the fancier you get in terms 
B~ the wa~ ~ou re~eatedl~ use the term "sortie." In a brief look for s~non~ms for sortie I found the of ~Ianes the costs get trul~ astounding " said IMnslow Wheeler of the Center for Defense Information. 
following: 

We feel sure that com[,!:uter simulations cou ld do a great deal for Qractice-needy l2ilots save nearly 
aggression assault attack barrage battle bloodshed bombardment charge combat fight fora~ frenz~ countless amounts of funding and allow Tucson to continue with an undisturbed safe and groductive life. 

furor fUCi invasion offense onslaught outbreak raid riot siege s(;!asm storm strike thrust tirade -
violence war warfare and mission. Yours respectfully 

The word itself reflects on the idea of and the denial of an~ real sense of ~ublic safelY. Laurence Robert Cohen and Si lvia Maria Rayces 

Air QualilY-Tucson suffers sufficientl~ from the fumes given off b~ aircraft including the contrails th~ AQ-I 
crisscross out winter skies. Less fumes. More guality. Easy: eguation. 

"'_oom" ",,"~~ Tho '"~'" "'",09 m,,'" " """"~, """'" .,"'"' '''' ''''''TI Name and Mailing Address: (Please erint! 
effects on that market created b~ the conditions these additional aircraft would deliver as ~our sam~le letter SO-I 
discusses. Lower house values matter to the owners. As the sam~le letter suggests tourism can find SO-7 Date: October 11 , 2011 
itself reeling from the sk~ tearing sounds ~roduced b~ aircraft when some tourist wants a relaxed moment 
of sunbathing. Next time the~ will go elsewhere. Even the highl~ valued winter residents ma~ object to Name: 

Laurence Robert Cohen 
such a condition of life and go elsewhere. 

Email Address : 
Cultural Resources-An~ degradation of the general environment and atmos~heric ambience wi ll damag~ CU-5 
such resources. Mailing Address: 

"~,,'~ .... ".-••• '"",~'--O,,;o~, 0;.;. ~. "'" "' ~ "eo';". ,_, ""~ 
aircraft and their ordinance exist in a hazardous form even when on a runway. Increased sipping of fuel SA-9 
more o~~ressive and veCi low transgortation flights and all the rest that surround the use of these aircraft 
will ~resent dail~ ~roblems and dangers in the ~resent and in the future as we know due to alread~ Would you like CD copy of the EA IZI I Notice of the EA 0 
contaminated water from aircraft wastes in the Tucson International Air~ort area. to receive: 

Natural Resources and Ranges-We fail to see how ex~loding ordinance an ex~losion b~ an~ other nam~ BI-2 
makes the same destruction wi ll do an~thing but damage an~ natural resource involved. 

PLEASE NOTE: Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 

PLEASE NOTE: Public comment is being solicited for this Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the 
President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision-making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to 

President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA Regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508), and 32 CFR §989, Environmental Impact Analysis Process accomplish what it is proposing, and solicits comments on the Air Force's analysis of environmental effects. 
(EIAP). The EIAP provides an opportunity for public input on Air Force decision -making, allows the public to offer inputs on alternative ways for the Air Force to 
accomplish what it is proposing , and solicits comments on the Air Force's analysis of environmental effects Providing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and 

consideration as any other comments submitted . Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft 
Providing personal information is voluntary. If you choose to not provide personal identifying information, your comments will be given the same weight and EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specific comments will be disclosed Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
consideration as any other comments submitted . Private addresses provided will be compiled to develop the mailing list for those requesting copies of the draft not be published in either the draft or final EA. 
EA. Only the names of the individuals making comments and specific comments wi ll be disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will 
not be published in either the draft or final EA. 
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1887 BO Kristi McEntee 

 

1888 BO Dr. Samuel M. Fassig 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

kristi Mcentee 
Monday, March 12, 2012 4:48 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35's 

188780 

I have always been a supporter of our miIitary ..... HOWEVER; I live in Southeast Boise, Lakewood to be 
specific. When we first built here in 1982 and then when I purchased my home in 2003, I never, evefl NO-37 
anticipated there would be military jets (NOISY ONES AT THA T) flying along the perimeter of my --.J 
neighborhood. We have schools in our locale, offices, and a very large amount of homes. These jets flying ouI] So-. 
of Gowen Field wi ll lower our property values tremendously and be an irritating disturbance to say the least. I] GE-. 
hope all of our concerns wi ll be weighed heavily and the F-35's fl ying out of another base. 

Thank you ... Kristi McEntee 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Dr. Samuel M Fassig 
Friday, March 09, 2012 8:59 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35's 

High 

TO: David Martin, Air Force contractor, and Kim Fornof, 
HQ AETC/A7CPP, 
266 F St. W., Bldg. 90 1 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

188880 

I wanted to go on record as being in favor of the F-35's being based at Gowen Field here in3 
Boise, Idaho or at Mountain Home Air Force Base. I have heard the same arguments against GE-3 
jet aircraft when we lived in Denver. As with Denver the new airport (DIA) was there first, 
then came the subdivisions. And now noise complaints. 

Most folks who live in Boise voiced opinions like this in the local paper to those protesting -
You bought property near an airport/military base, if you don't like the noise, MOVE. I just 
don't understand the idiocy of people who buy or build in close proximity to anything 
potentially offensive to them, then have the nerve to whine about the problem alld expect to 
be coddled. In the case of oppositiollleader Monty Mericle; I do find it curious that someone 
bothered by noise would live with ill sight of {III illterstate highway alld tlte airport. It would 
seem they would have takellnotice and 1I0t expect the resale of the house to be highly 
profitable. 

As a Vietnam Combat Veteran I would much rather see and hear the "sound of freedom" than 
be without it. The F-4s have gone and Gowen Field now houses quieter aircraft such as the A-
lOs and C-130 tankers. Over the past five years or so, neighbors have gotten used to less noise 
from military aircraft. I support the F-35 program and the Air Force regardless of where theY"lGE_3 
put it. But I do believe Idaho would be a great area and with flights throughout the state, I ~ 
sure observations of forest fires would be relayed to the Forest Service and BLM which haVe] 
their fire fighting resource center in Boise. Could be some cost saving synergistic missions to SA-l9 

the benefit of all. 

Thank you for considering basing the F-35's in Boise or Mountain Home. 

Sincerely 
sf 

Samuel M. Fassig DVM, MA 
certified DO/Systems Design 

Marge Luther, Don't regret growing older, 
iUs.a.pr;vi/ege.denied.to.many. 
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1889 BO Maria Eschen 

 

1890 TU John Cirelli 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Maria Eschen 
Monday, March 12, 2012 5:39 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35ATraining EIS 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, 

I, my husband, and our son's family (including two preschoolers) live close enough to the Gowan Field 
proposed site to be seriously concerned with ANY further increase in the noise level coming from the 
airport/Gowan area. 

1889 BO 

We urge the "No Action" alternative for Boise, not only because of the obscene cost of the F-35 expansio!!J GE-19 
project (USA Today says it equals half of the Pentagon's annual budget! and AARP says the expense of 7 of 
these planes could fund a hand-held tablet for every first graderl), but because of the health effects of the J NO-6 
noise expected (the Boise Guardian quotes AIR FORCE TIMES- that noise levels of the F-35s are double NO-I 
those of the F-15s which were here this past summer from the Oregon Air Guard-and their roaring noises hurt NO-8 
our ears!). 

Please know that this grandmother, working in the garden or playing in the backyard sandbox with the kids orJ 
taking them in the bike trailer , does not want to have to stop and cover their ears or take them inside to protect NO-6 
their precious hearing . As the EIS says, the impact to those living close will be very detrimental to the schools, 
homes, and businesses in the path. It is no wonder the people of Tucson are so upset the siting might be in ]GE-I 
their backyards. They want to send the project to Idaho, where we supposedly want it. BUT NOT USI 

WE OBJECT! This project is incompatible with our urban area and the lifestyle and beauty of our Boise Rive~ GE-4 
environment, where we have lived for 33 years. 

Sincerely, 

Maria Eschen, PhD 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Cirelli , John 
Tuesday, Marcn 1 j , LUl L 11 Aj AM 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A 

I support the F-3SA to be based here in Tucso6J GE-3 

1890 TV 
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1891 BO Tom and Linda Lorentz 

 

1892 LU Michael T. Russell 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

i~~s~~~~~~rcn II JJlj JtJ tM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-35's at Boise 10 

1891 BO 

The plan to base F-35s in Boise ID lacks good sense. Training over empty spaces of desert/forest or oceanJ seems to make a lot of sense to me. These jets really don't fit NO-37 
into a metropolitan area due to the excessive noise. 

We do not live in the flight zone, but we can hear noise from the Boise airport, but that is minor compared to ~ 
military jets. We lived in Great Falls, MT for 20 years, with Malmstrom AFB on one end of the town and the 
Air National Guard on the other side near our home. They flew (F-14's & F-IS's) a few times a week, and were NO-8 
very noisy, shaking the house. I could hear them from the center of town inside of the Target store. 

Housing prices have already been devasted in this area without homeowners being expected to shoulde~ 
this additional burden. We are retired and don't wish to have to move over this. JSO

-
1 

Thanks, 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs-

~:i~~y~~~~~~~:i6b E1 tM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-35s 

1892 LV 

I have homes in Sierra Vista and Tucson. I have lived in the area since 1995. Seeing the existing aircraft at both J 
locations is a source of pride for me as an American. I have not heard anything negative about the planes in Sierra 
Vista. I know residents would consider seeing them an honor. We are a military town and highly support anything that is GE-J 
necessary. I would also not be bothered by them in Tucson - neither would my young-adult children that live in Tucson. 
We have always been fascinated by the planes in both locations. Having lived in places around the US where there are 
noise activities by the military, I can assure you that people get used to the noise rather quickly. 

QUite frankly, the only problem I wil have is wanting to stop and watch them every time they fly by! 

Michael T. Russell -. 
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1893 BO Patty Nichols 

 

1894 TU Patrick J. Kenny 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir: 

~~:~d~~h~~rcl n JJ\J lJjJ L 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35's 

189380 

I am writing to express my opposition to having F-35 fighter jets located at Gowen Field or] 
anywhere in the Boise, Idaho or Mountain Home, Idaho area. I am also opposed to the Air GE-4 
Force conducting F-35 training missions here, if even for the short term. An urban area is 
no place for a fast and booming fighter jet. The noise will be intolerable, the pollution JNO-I 
unacceptable, the decline in the value of our homes unconscionable and the effect on our AQ-l 
physical and mental health immeasura ble. SO-I 

NO-6 
I live in north Ada County and recently when the F-16s were conducting training missions her~ 
the noise was constant and intolerable and I live north of the city! I understand that the JNO-S 
F-35s are at least as noisy, if not noisier than the F-16s! 

I am a patriotic citizen of the US and my family has fought for our country beginning in thelGE_4 
Revolutionary War, but basing the F-35's in the Boise area is wrong! J 
Thank You, 

Patty Nichols 
Boise, Idaho 

1894 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: f35 

as a airforce retireeand being the father of an active duty member of the 162 ces squadron.iam for the f 35 to bj 
based in tucson especially with the militarys commitment in the middle east there training in southen arizona is GE-3 
crucial with the area being alike both weather and terrain you have my vote. m/sgt patrick j kenny ret 
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1895 TU Coral Bowman 

 

1896 BO Janet Qualls 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~~~~:r~n 11. JJ1; II jJ tM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
Re: F35s in Tucson 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment: 

1895 TU 

Placing the F-355 in Tucson is not in good alignment with the mission and the communities needs. Tucson is a large ] -4 
metropolitan area, with air bases (DM and llA) that are now encompassed by the city, especially homes and residences. GE 

After speaking with a DM airman, I'm even more convinced of the folly of those who wou ld bring it here (who probably 
live up north, in Oro Valley or not even in Tucson and hence would not feel and hear the impact.) 

On a recent weekend, there was continued low flight by a series of jets (and a plane) in preparation for an airshow. The] 
airman said the large jet was an F-22, that was comparably loud to the F-3S. This jet was deafening -- window rattling, NO-8 
ear splitting noise as it flew over Park Mall. He then referenced the A-lO, which he said was a quiet plane. When they fly 
over a school 1 teach at on Wednesdays, as they prepare to land at DM, we must stop talking until they have passed. 

I understand the F-355 will be based at TTA. This is unfair to the communities in the southwest who wi ll bear the brunt. .. ] 
the communities which tend to be lower income, and thus are often targeted as the "recipients" or things the rest of us EJ-4 
(especially those in gated communities) don't want. In The Oxford medical journal (Volume 68 Issue Pp. 243-257) I 
found the following statement: "In children, chronic aircraft noise exposure impairs reading comprehension and IOng-ter~ 
memory and may be associated with raised blcxx:l pressure." Just what our community does not need, further impairment EJ-2 
for children already disadvantaged by socia-economic status impacts. 

I knew I was living near DM, and that was revealed in my contract when I bought my home just south of Park Mall. I 
didn't know that I'd have the potential to be living in a nightmare. 

Bringing the F3Ss to Tucson certainly would have me reconsider my commitment to continuing to live in Tucson. Please J 
place this plane in a community where it can be isolated from damaging impacts to so many. Yuma? The desert in GE-I 
california, Nevada or Utah. I don't question the necessity of the jet or the training, but the misguided thinking that would 
have this seem like the only option to keep jobs or the base in Tucson. Not so. 

Thank you, 
Coral Bowman 
Teacher, TUSD 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

~e~~:s~~;;;~rci IBUiJ iUJiM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
mayor@cityofboise.org ; citycouncil@cityofboise.org 
Keep the F-35A out of Boise 

1896 BO 

I am not writing this email in a vacuum or armed with disinformation. I attended the Public Hearing in Boise, 
asked what I thought were appropriate questions & listened carefully to the informative responses, and I did 
additional research on the F-3SA following the meeting. 

Without going through the litany of reasons to oppose this training base in Boise, suffice it to say that Idaho's J 
capitol city is no proper home for the F-3SA. Simply stated, there are other, more appropriate, locations 
available and up for consideration. I sincerely hope this email is moot and that responsible decisions are being GE-I 
made by my government which will summarily remove Boise from consideration for the F-3SA Training Base. 

On behalf of over 10,000 residents whose homes are located in the identified "NSRU" area, as well as the 10cal

J businesses, hotels & restaurants, schools and daycare centers also located within this immediate area, along with SO-. 
the the thousands of other homes & businesses located adjacent to the NSRU area.... SO-IS 

keep the F-35A Training Base out of Boise] GE-4 
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1897 BO Yvonne and Scott McFarland 

 

1898 BO A.D. Luke 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Yvonne McFarland 
Wednesday, March 14 , LUlL 11 :4:':: AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
mayor@cityofboise.org 
Gowen Field and F-35A's 

I am writing on behalf of myself and my husband. 

189780 

Boise has been my home for forty years. Born and raised. We moved to the Sunrise Rim 
Neighborhood in 1999. 
Recently a sound wall was constructed along the freeway to help reduce the noise in our 
neighborhood and surrounding areas. 
This has helped tremendously . Families are able to enjoy the outdoors with not so much 
freeway distraction. 
We were very shocked when we learned that there was a possibility of bringing F-35A's to ] 
Gowen Field. With the airport as our close neighbor, we receive enough air traffic noise as is. NO-S 
Not only would our quality of life change but so would roughly 6,900 acres of property and ] NO-36 
10,000 residents around us. Included in this are schools, daycares, parks and other public SO-IS 
venues that are too many to mention. 

Please reconsider your proposal to bringing ANY F-35A's to our area. We DO NOT want tOJGE-4 
be labeled "NOT SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL USE". SO-I 

We support our troops and their training but feel that this is more suited for an existing Air 
Force Base. 

Sincerely. 
Yvonne and Scott McFarland 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

U_S. Military. 

wlmjon 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 2:19 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F72 

189880 

We understand the essential need for proper military preparedness, and 
appreciate what the Military is doing to preserve our freedom. However']so-3 
to displace thousands people in Boise is ridiculous when the Mountain ] 
Home Air Force Base and other bases located throughout the open west GE-1Z 
seems to be available. 
Consider what it would mean to be vacated from your home, when prope] 
planning could avoid effecting so many people. SO-3 
Yes, we own a retirement home, and there are many assisted living 
facilities in the proposed impact area. 
Please choose another site for these planesJGE-1 
A.D. Luke and Wilma Jones 

FREE Animations for your em.11 - by In .... dlM.1I1 '-----01.1. 
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1899 BO Wilma Jones 

 

1900 TU Jean de Jong 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

U.S. Military. 

wlmjon 
Wednesday, March 14, 20122:19 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F72 

1899 BO 

We understand the essential need for proper military preparedness, and 
appreciate what the Military is doing to preserve our freedom. However,]so-3 
to displace thousands people in Boise is ridiculous when the Mountain ] 
Home Air Force Base and other bases located throughout the open west GE-12 
seems to be available. 
Consider what it would mean to be vacated from your home, when prope] 
planning could avoid effecting so many people. SO-3 
Yes, we own a retirement home, and there are many assisted living 
facilities in the proposed impact area. 
Please choose another site for these planesJGE-1 
A.D. Luke and Wilma Jones 

FREE Anlmlltlons far your em.1I - by IncredlM.m L-----i}.. 

1900 TU 

HQ AETCA/A7CPP 
David Martin, AF Contractor &Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, B1dg.901 
Randolph AFB TX 78150-4319 

Attn: David Martin, 

March 12,2012 

I am writing this letter in response to an invitation for public input into the DEIS 
regarding the replacement of the TIA stationed Air National Guard F-16s with the 
F-35. 

As a small business and homeowner in midtown Tucson who lives under the DMJ 
flight path (though not in the 2004 adopted 'notional' overlay 'incompatible with NO-6 
residential use' noise contours) I am very concerned about the negative impact that SO-1 
repeated exposure to the F -35 will have on my family's health, the integrity of our SA-I 
property and its value and the economic, safety and health impact to my neighbors, SO-18 

U of A faculty and students, and businesses both near TIA and in midtown Tucson. 

an outrageously expensive, ear-deafeningly loud, vibration ally devastating, single-
It seems absolutely irrational to me that the AF is replacing all its fighter jets With] 

engine, still in the test stage, one-size fits all jet. And furthermore, it is beyond ~.?--/ 
insane that the AF which has planted so many of its bases adjacent to Cities across NO-37 
this country is expecting to fly these jets on a regular basis over Tucson AZ (one-
million population) and a University with a day time population of 50,000. 

The EIS is intended to protect the citizens, animals and environments of this 
country from abuse of power by, in this case, the military (to get what it wants 
regardless of the harm it causes to thousands of people). This DEIS is so poorly done 
that it seems that its intention is in fact to allow physical and economic harm to the 
citizens of this community. 

The F -35 is totally inappropriate for this location, and the DEIS which as it has 
presently been completed seemingly to slide this jet into operation at TIA and OM 
should be given an F grade and thrown out. 

Below I have listed many of the glaring shortcomings of the Draft EIS. Please 
address each one. 

NP-13 
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SAFETY 

• F -35 is the loudest, most powerful single engine jet. It is still in the 
development phase (they keep discovering new problems that need to be 
ironed out.) and so the F-35 has no known crash or safety record and won't 
have one for years to come. However, the A-7 a single engine fighter plane, 
an ancestor to the F -35 had a mishap rate of 5.71 or six major crashes for 
every 100,000 flying hours. One of those crashes in 1978 just missing U of A 
and Mansfeld Middle School killed two women and injured several others. 
The F -16, another single engine jet has just a slightly better mishap rate to 
the A-7 (Tucson Monthly October 1998). 

According to the Draft EIS the projected annual F -35A airfield operations of 
72 aircraft are 37,480. Therefore, if the F-35A were comparable to the A-7 
we could expect a major Class A crash every 3 years and in fact the rate 
would be higher initially because as the AF itself states "the mishap rate for 

-

for specific aircraft peaks early in the model's service ... " (Tucson Monthly SA-12 
October 1998). 

The Draft EIS states: "As the F-35A becomes more operationally mature, the 
aircraft mishap rate is expected to become comparable with similar sized 
aircraft with a similar mission". The problem here is that this Draft EIS is 
responsible for providing specific data now, not in the future and it cannot 
because this plane is still new, in development and there is no other plane at 
present of a similar size or mission (perhaps only the F-22 comes close). 

THERE IS SIGNIFICANT MISSING INFORMATION ABOUT SAFETY 
IMP ACTS IN THIS DEIS What are the increased safety risks and how will 
these increased risks effect the people and animals under the flight paths of 
these jets? And what will the Air Force do to mitigate these negative 
impacts? What is the safety impact of having foreign pilots flying the newest 
most powerful jets over civilian populations? 

NOISE 

Here is a noise comparative based on an actual overflight. The AF sponsored 
measures of relative loudness of the F -35 and the F16-p229 include: 

-

F-35 F-16-pw-229 F-35 is 

Elgin EIS 121 97 24db 

1900 TU 

2 

It has been reported that at 122db the human ear can only be exposed ] 
cumulatively in 24 hours to 4 seconds of exposure before permanent hearing NO-48 
loss occurs. 

Why is the AF claiming it doesn' t have actual over flight noise levels for the 
F -35 and why were the noise levels ' corrected' after the DEIS was released? 
Where did they get these new noise levels from? 

JNO-42 

] NO·21 

VIBRATIONAL FORCE 

• The F -16 has 23,000 Ibs of thrust. The F -35 has 40,000 Ibs of thrust - that is -
71 % more than the F-16. This fact alone would indicate that the F-35 is 
much louder, having a much greater impact on hearing and the structures of 
hearing than the F -16. It also indicates that the F -35 has a greater impact on 
physical structures. The DEIS has no study identifying the residential and 
business structures impacted by the F-35 vibrational forces, nor does it NO-12 
analyze the safety and economic impact to schools, including the U of A, 
Churches, businesses (Raytheon) in the flight path of TIA and DM when the 
vibrational force of these jets crack and weakens these structures. What is 
the impact of this increased vibrational force on sensitive equipment housed, 
operated and/or stored by businesses and institutions exposed to the F -35 
overflight and the vibrational force of these jets? _ 

THERE IS SIGNIFICANT MISSING INFORMATION ABOUT NOISE andJNO-4 
ENERGY IMPACTS IN THIS DEIS 

The DEIS doesn't tell us how it came up with its noise data and then they 
changed it. First the AF came out saying the F-35A would be 4 times as loud 
as the F-16C when landing and then they said oops .. .its only going to be 
twice as loud as the F -16C. Based on what? 

They say in their over 1,000 page document that it isn't economical to base ] 
24 or 48 F -35s at an installation and then they turn around and use these DO-9 
numbers as alternatives for TIA. The 72 F-35s will bring 8,000 new residentS] 
into the 'incompatable with residential use' overlay zoning impacting a ~~-i 
higher percentage of low income and minorities than other alternatives. 

How could homeowners living under the over flight of these jets protect their] NO-6 
hearing and the hearing of their children? EJ·2 
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3 

Many homes in the area use swamp cooling during the summer. It is effective 
and more affordable in this desert climate. Windows must be left open for 
this system to work well. Many homes are also not well insullated. They offer 
no protection from jet noise. 

How will workers for the international flights at TIA protect themselves 
from the damaging noise and power of the F -35? 

Will 40,000 of thrust power damage TIA structures, local homes, schools, 
public buildings? 

-

NO-6 

-

] NO-12 

OTHER CONCERNS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE DRAFT EIS 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The safety of having 72 military jets with no safety history stationed and] SA-I 
flying out of a growing International Airport 

The fact that TIA and DM are less than the required 5 mile distance from] 
each other AM-4 

The impact of National Guard F-3S flights on midtown Tucson. The F-3Ss
have to fly into OM to load up on live ordinance on route to Barry 
Goldwater. What is the noise and safety impact to Tucsonans? Including an 
assessment of overhead noise when the jets are landing at OM as well as the 
noise and pollution that is made when the jets line up at OM in the morning NO-59 
with NW winds blowing into the heart of the City to take -off for their daily 
practice. The constant noise can go on steadily for an hour or more at a time, 
with peak noises recorded at well into the 80db level (recorded from the 
Broadmoor neighborhood). And these are not even F-3Ss at 40,000lbs of 
thrust. _ 

What is the health impact of the JP-8 fuel when the fumes and exhaust are] 
inhaled? JP-8 fuel is a known carcinogen? SA-9 

Will the increased 8000+ people impacted by the F-3S around TIA be] NP-20 
informed about their change in safety and security? 

How many schools, day cares, churches, places where people meet and greet] NO-5 
be negatively impacted by the arrival of the F-35? And what will be done NO-20 
about this negative impact? 

1900 TV 

4 

• Since a large number of people living near TIA are poor and many are]EJ_5 
Hispanic have notices gone out to them in Spanish? 

• Why is the Public Hearing nearest to TlA taking place on the eve of ASh] 
Wednesday and the beginning of Rodeo holidays in Tucson? Many people NP-28 
are Catholic and will be observing Ash Wednesday? 

• What about the impact of these jets on local wildlife- pronghorn? 

• What will the impact be to Tourist Industry - $1 billion annually frOm] 
birding interests, central Tucson hotels? Small business - massage etc. those SO-7 
that depend on quiet and quality of life? 

PROBLEMS WITH THE DRAFT EIS ITSELF 

There is no 'NO ACTION' alternative given. Given that the National Guard] 
is interacting with an International Airport and that it has to fly into DM to 00-1 
load up on munitions and DM is already having a serious problem with 00-30 
encroachment (the DM is % surrounded by City) why would a NO ACTION 
alternative not be considered? 

• There is no mention of the inclusion of F-35s in Operation Snowbird an] 
operation which is presently being challenged by the local population CM-3 
because it didn't comply with regulatory processes when it significantly 
changed its operations around 2000. 

• 

• 

The AF in this DEIS doesn't seem to make any effort to analyze the] CM-2 
cnmnlative effects that the TlA F-35s overflights generate 

The OEIS does not adeqnately address the impacts of F-35 noise on students. -
Table TV 3.2-3 shows that every school the DEIS analyzed will have interior 
noise levels greater than 50 dB Lmax, which will make conversation difficult 
or impossible. The DEIS provides no evaluations of what this will do to 
students' learning, though numerous studies show significant negative 
impacts. Further, the Department of Defense's Operational Noise Manual 
notes that "For school children, the American National National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) has recommended a ... limit of 35 dBA." That's much less 
than the noise level the OEIS uses. -

EJ-2 
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1900 TV 

5 

significance of those contours. Arizona Revised Statutes place substantial LU II 
The DEIS shows the 65 dB DNL contours, but does not address the ] 

legal restrictions on the properties within those contours, but the DEIS says -
nothing about this. 

The DE IS does not adequately address the impacts of F -35 noise on property] 80-1 
values. It cites two studies that minimize the impacts. Other studies, which 
the DEIS ignores, show much greater impacts; they establish that aircraft J80-33 
noise can reduce property values by more than 25%. The DEIS provides no 
estimate ofthe dollar loss of Tucson's property values, and it provides no J80-1 
estimate of the dollar loss of property-tax revenues. 

The DEIS does not address the impacts ofF-35s on Tucson's economy. It 
admits that construction jobs resulting from the F -35s "would constitute less 
than 1 percent of the total employment in Pima County," and "construction 
expenditures and the jobs created would be temporary." It also admits that, 
because the F -35s would displace the current F -16s at TIA, the net increase 
in pilots and support personnel would be small. However, it says nothing 
about the loss that F-35 noise would impose on Tucson's leisure and 
hospitality businesses, which bring $1.4 billion annually to our local 
economy. 

-

-

80-13 

• The DEIS does not address the impacts that F-35 noise will have on the 
livability of our residential neighborhoods, or the quality of life of our 
residents. J80-. 

NO-36 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The DEIS ignores the impacts ofF-35 noise as the aircraft use the airspace Of]NO_S9 
Davis-Monthan AFB. 

The DEIS uses computer models to determine F -35 noise over Tucson. The ] NO-50 
models yield theoretical numbers that are lower than the actual decibel levels 
ofF-35s. Despite requests by Sen. McCain, Rep. Giffords, and an editorial in] 
the Arizona Daily Star, the Air Force refuses to conduct demonstration GE-2 
flights of F -35s over Tucson. 

The DE IS fails to analyze the impacts of noise created when two or more F- ]NO-39 
35s fly in formation or in close proximity to one another. 

The DEIS fails to consider alternative sites that are close to Tucson and are ] 
accessible to the Barry M. Goldwater Range. NEPA requires every EIS to 
include "alternatives to the proposed action." Alternative sites might include DO-32 
the Libby Airfield in Sierra Vista, the Gila Bend Auxiliary Airfield in Gila 
Bend, the Pinal Air Park in Marana, and others. 

1900 TV 

• 

• 

• 

• 

6 

The DEIS mentions the "surprise effect"-the reaction of individuals to a -
sudden and drastic increase of noise. When noise levels increase abruptly by 
sixteen-fold (as when noise jumps from 50 dB to 90 dB), individuals are 
startled and disturbed. The DEIS tries to minimize this impact; in almost all 
cases, it describes decibel levels in terms of a broad average that encompasses 
twenty-four hours per day for an entire year. This broad average is not 
representative of sudden noise impacts upon individuals. _ 

The DEIS states, "The EPA has identified a DNL of 55 dB to be a level ] 
protective ofthe public health and welfare." However, the DEIS provides no 

55 dB contours, and it totally ignores the neighborhoods that will fall 
between 55 and 65 dB DNL. 

The DEIS ignores the limitations upon the training of pilots who would fly -
into and out ofTIA, which is surrounded by urban development. The pilots 
will be restricted in their hours of operation, in the flight paths, in the power 
settings at takeoff and landing, in the number of operations permitted per 
year. The pilots' training will suffer. 

The DEIS ignores the fact that urban encroachment will increasingly impact 
TIA operations in the future, and will increasingly restrict flight operations 
ofthe F -35s. -

I appreciate your taking the time to read and thoroughly address all of these issues. 
I look fonvard to receiving your response. 

cc. 

The Honorable Michael B. Donley 
Secretary of the US Air Force 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Yours truly, 

Jean de Jong 

Mayor Jonathan Rothchild, mayorl @tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4201 
Ward 1 Council Member Regina Romero, wardl @tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4040 

NO-50 

NO-4 

DO-42 
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1901 BO Sue Norton 

 

Ward 2 Council Member Paul Cunningham, ward2@tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4687 
Ward 3 Counci l Member Karin Uhlich, ward3@tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4711 
Ward 4 Council Member Shirley Scott, ward4@tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-3199 
Ward 5 Council Member Richard Fimbres, ward5@tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4231 
Ward 6 Counci l Member Steve Kozachik, ward6@tucsonaz.gov, (520) 791-4601 

Ann Day, District 130 W. Congress 11th Floor Tucson, AZ 85701 

Ramon Valadez, Chairman, District 2 130 West Congress, 11th Floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Sharon Bronson, District 3 130 W. Congress, 11th floor 
Tucson, Arizona 85701 

Ray Carroll, District 4 130 W. Congress 11th Floor 
Tucson, AZ 85701 

Richard Elias, District 5 130 W. Congress - 11 th Floor 
Tucson, AZ 85701 

The Honorable Raul Grijalva 
Tucson District Office 
810 E. 22nd St. Suite 102 
Tucson, Az 85713 

The Honorable Gabrielle Giffords 
U.S. House of Representatives 
1728 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C 20515 

The Honorable Jon Kyl 
6840 N. Oracle Rd., Suite 150 
Tucson, Az. 85704 

The Honorable John McCain 
Senator of Arizona 
407 W. Congress St. , Suite 103 
Tucson, Az 85701 

Robert Medler 
Manager, Government Affairs 
Tucson Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce 
465 W. St. Mary's Rd. 

1900 TV 1901 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~~s~~~~~~n 11. 1m J.JJ AM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of F-35A Training Aircraft EIS 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

I am opposed to basing a pilot training center and F-3SA Training Aircraft over and near Boise, Idaho. Like air and wateilGE-4 
pollution, noise pollution does not inprove the quality of life. My position in not unpatriotic as some are asserting. You .JNO-36 
need to site the training elsewhere and not over an urban area where it will affect people in their homes, schools, yards, 
parks, and neighborhoods. I spent a summer in 2001 attending school in New York City and even though I love the city I 
couldn't wait to get back to home and yard and greenbelt and some peace and quiet. Ufe is stressful enough without 
frequent loud noises. Please locate the training center for pilots and the base for the F-3SA aircraft in an area away fromlGE-4 
our city. Many of us live here for the quality of life we find in Boise, and noise does not improve anyone's life. Thank .JNO-36 
you for your consideration. Sue Norton --
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. ~ your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this loon at the comment table before you leave tonight 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266F Street West Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarKed or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. Al l comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Ad, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period 'Nil! be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or fer 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address infonnation will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonnation will result in your name not being induded on the distribution list. 

Name: b !:. B '13TE (1.A VA (1,1 f\Ll bt± 
Ol:ganlzation/Affiliation: 

Address:' 

City, State, Zip Code: 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future nolioes about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

1902 BO 1902 BO 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–589
 

1903 BO Wes and Diana Taylor 

 

1904 BO Ronald and Althea Haberman 

 

190380 

From: ~~~C;;~~::, Marci li. JJ iJ hI 1& Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
westaylor7100@msn.com 

Subject: Boise Gowen Field F-35A Comments 

Dear Sirs, 

Reading up on the facts of the F-35A's impact on the residents of Boise, Idaho I do not believe the USAF is using J 
common and practical sense by considering Gowen Field over Mountain Home Air Force Base which is 37 miles East of GE-12 
Boise. Several reasons why are: 

1) Your own study claims that 3,000 to 10,000 Boise residents will be affected by the 65 decibel rating vs. 5 in ] NO-II 
Mountain Home. 

2) The co.st to the taxpayers for all the different impact studies ie;vegetation , wildlife etc plus the cost of the hOUSin

J
g 

:~~~:rii ~:~~~ ~v~I~~~i:~ ~~suon~~~~:~~ ~:~ ~~:;~n§a:~u~~~~etV~~w~;:~~ ~~~::~;o~I~~~n~~~~=~ :~~ DO-20 
this training endeavor? Why does the Air Force want to replicate something that already exists 37 miles East of 
Boise? 

3) Why does the Air Force want to damage the taxpayers quality of life by devaluing their property to the point of J~g~~6 
being declared "unfit for residential use"? Affecting our health (hearing), stress levels and let's not forget the NO-6 
affects on our pets. BI-5 

These are just 3 reasons why it is imperative for the USAF use common sense in being frugal with the taxpayer's money, 
value our citizens right to quality of life and put the F-35A's training where it is practical. 

Regards, 

-

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~ea:de;;~arcn 14, JJ iJ SUi 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Boise Idaho Draft EIS 

F-35A Environmental Impact Statement, Boise Idaho 

1904 BO 

My wife and I have lived in Boise, Idaho near the airport, and Gowen Field since 1973. We have seen 
many different military planes, and most have not been that objectionable. 

We are strongly opposed, however, to the proposal of the F-35A coming to this municipal airport. W-;j GE-4 
believe the noise factor was not fully studied in the EIS, and it is totally lacking in scope. ~ NO-4 

Our city will be assaulted with noise and pollution for a long, long time should this aircraft be stationJd 
in the great city of Boise. We live next to a municipal airport, and not a U.S. Air force military base. NO-l 
There are also four schools in the impact area. 

I did not see any real compensation being mentioned in the report. We feel our property values wouTci'l SO-1 
plunge to near zero. The houses that many thousands of people live in, will not be saleable and the.@...! 
will be no real options for the property owners. 

For these reasons we are against this proposal. 

Respectfully 

Ronald and Althea Haberman 
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1906 TU Mary Nelson 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern: 

~".,'~~~~~=;SMarcn iUJ!hi I Jd 
aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil. 
F-35 f1yovers 

1905 HO 

We are very distressed here in the fragi le adobe village of Taos, NM to think that the Air Force wants to fly ]GE-4 
training missions over our land. Too much money is spent on weapons of war and it is totally unnecessary and] 
downright evi l to perpetuate doom on innocent people anywhere in the world. 
The time has come for a peaceful world, or we will not have a world worth living in at all. GE-tJ 

Stop war-making activities and put that money into wind and solar energy and the production of electric cars. 
We do not need fighter jets or drones. If we stop war-making activities and weapons manufacturing, the world 
will stop hating us and we will have no enemies. 
It is time for peace. 
Thank you, 
C a role Crews 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~cin~~~~Oy~ MarcO 11. JJ tJ hi JM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Tucson 

1906 TV 

I live at . My last name is Nelson. My husband and 11 So
are very concerned over Informallon we received Indicating our home will lose value and may in fac:J \ 
be uninhabitable if the F35 is brought to Tucson International Airport. This is in addition top the JNO-6 
health concerns raised for children , and adults too , living in the flight path. What happens to our EJ-2 

hearing? What assurances do you offer in terms of health affects and my property value? How will SO-I 

the peole of Tucson be taken care of when we live close to TIA and the new fighter planes? I have SO-II 

grave concerns with bringing the F - #% to TIA. 

Thank you 
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1907 BO Marc [no last name available] 

 

1908 BO Janet Kirkhart 

 

1907 BO 

From: 
Sent: AM 
To: 
Subject: Bring them on 

Grew up with near Gowen 30 years ago with much louder birds then these, Phatoms I think. Anyway, I tak1 
bride in knowing they are here and the people that support them. 

If they are worried about noise they should take away the Itgreenl1 buses. Those are the noisiest vehic les Qut 
there. :J. SO 2 voting citizens living on the bench are all in. Bring on the noisy birds we love them. 

GE·3 

1908 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~d~~~~~~. h arcn I1.Jj ihiith 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Boise, 10 is NOT the place for hte F-35 Training facility 

Hello, 

As a resident of Boise for 23 years, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposal to bring F-35 training t~GE-4 
Boise. J 

We have lived in Columbia Village, within 2 miles of Gowan Field, for over 20 years. Columbia Village is the 
largest subdivision in the state. Columbia Village waS developed by JR Simplot a founder of Micron Technology 
as well as local millionaire and entrepreneur who has left a legacy on the Treasure Valley in Southeastern 

Idaho always working to improve the quality of life for Idahoans. It is also the home of 2 schools, 2 churches, a 
senior care facility, and the Simplot Sports Complex where thousands of families and children play soccer and 

baseball every year. A portion of Columbia Village, including the Sports Complex, and our home would be Jso .. 
located directly in the area designated as "not suitable for residential use". I am very concerned for not only 
my families' quality of life, but the negative impact this would have on the entire Treasure Valley, and beyond. NO·36 

The EIS is full of gaps and the economic impact has not been studied. I attended the February 28th hearing. ~ 
Afterwards it became clearer to me that the well· paying jobs wi ll be military jobs, NOT ones for our residents, SO·21 
let alone our sons and daughters. Additionally, goods and supplies purchased on base are not subject to State 

and Local Tax. The majority of those stationed here would (likely) live on base and not purchase homes. ThOlso.34 
(small) percentage who do buy, will not necessarily (or even likely) buy them in Boise. .J 

There are many issues of concern that surround this proposal. The one getting the most attention is, of 

course, the noise. Additionally I have concerns surrounding air quality from emissions and maintaining of ]AQ-l 
property values. We already have issues EPA over managing the quality of our air. The area of impact includes 

the homes of over 10,000 people. If property va lues in the area of impact drop as much as has been shared, Jso .. 
this has the potential to create a huge ripple effect driving values down throughout the entire Treasure Valley'. 

The negative impact of the presence of the F-35s will downgrade our quality of life and could cause business INO-36 
to reconsider plans to re locate and expand adding the jobs that we all know are so important to our future. .JSO .• 8 

It's entirely probable that this could not be for the benefit of, but rather at the expense of, Boise. 

Thank you. 
Janet Kirkhart -
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1910 TU Joost van Haren 

 

1909 BO 

~~~eds:y~~~~cn i I,JUiJ iJ1JiJi From: 
Sent: 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Comment on basing F-35A Training at Gowen Field 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on basing F-35A Training at Gowen Field. I'm sending YOjGE_4 
this email to express my opposition to this proposal. An urban area such as large as Boise and the NO-37 
Treasure Valley is an inappropriate location for the resulting noise, pollution, and increased safety AQ-l 
hazards this project would bring. SA-l 

The three things that concerned me most from reading the Environmental Impact Statement were the 
projected 1) noise levels, 2) number of people impacted by extreme noise level increases, and 3) 
carbon monoxide emissions exceeding the applicable threshold I have the following concerns 

1) NOise levels projected for the BOise location were high enough to be stated as factors (of 4, 8~ 
and 11) rather than as percentages like the other proposed locations In addition, studYing NO-l 
locations with windows closed presumes that people will be Indoors all of the time, when In fact, NO-8 
people live In the Treasure Valley for all of the outdoor activities It offers 

2) The high-noise area Includes 10,000+ people, and that doesn't count those of us who live JUSjNO_ll 
outside those boundanes That IS a tremendous number of people to Impact with speech, sleep, NO-3 
and heanng Interference for 40 years 

3) Carbon monoxide emissions exceeding the applicable threshold will add to the air quality aleJr 
and inversions in the Treasure Valley that already occur too frequently and present health 
hazards to at-risk residents. As we struggle with the episodes of poor air quality issues, it's AQ-ll 
unacceptable that the Air Force would merely apply one or more of the criteria under Title 40 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations Section 93. 158(a) to address the carbon monoxide increase. 

The projected increase in temporary jobs and economic impact to the community do not offset the ] 
issues of noise and the resulting loss of home value, number of impacted people, and worsened air SO-13 
quality in the Treasure Valley. 

Respectfully, .... 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Joost van Haren 
Wednesday, Marcn 14, LUlL t: UL I"'M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
citizen comment re F-35 in Tucson 

David Martin and Kim Fornof 

U.S. Air Force 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West 
BuildinQ 901 
Randolf AFB, TX 78150-4319 

14 March 2012 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

I am wriing regarding the proposed pilot training center and basing of F-35A training aircraft in Tucson, 
Arizona. 

1910 TV 

I am a Tucson resident, a mother of two young chldren, an assistant research professor at the Univesity of 
Arizona. I have lived with my family in Central Tucson for 16 years. 

I strongly oppose the basing of the F-35 aircraft near Tucson for the following reasonsJGE-4 

(1) The F-35 aircraft flying over Tucson will cause intolerable noise pollution for Tucson citizens. Already thl 
military aircraft flying over Tucson cause severe nOise pollution for us. I call my elderly mother In the 
Netherlands on a weekly basis and we frequently must wait for the military airplanes to pass overhead NO-8 
because their massive sound makes conversation impossible. I also spend a lot of time outdoors with my 
children and we often cannot hear each other talking face-to-face because of the roar of military aircraft. 

(2) The F-35 aircraft flying over Tucson will increase air pollution for Tucson citizens. Already Tucson has a'l·r 
pollution problems due to our arid climate, dust storms and exhaust from motor vehicles. While my own AQ-l 
children do not suffer particularly from allergies, our family knows many children and elderly folks who do. 
Keeping the air as clean as possible is a top priority for Tucson citizens. 

(3) The F-35 aircraft flying over Tucson will increase safety risks for Tucson citizens. People here still talk ~ 
about the tragic accident that happened in the 1960s when an Air Force jet crashed into 6th Street in central SA-l 
Tucson. My children attend public elementary school one block from where that crash happened. It does not 
make sense to train pilots on a new aircraft so close to a densely populated urban area. 

For these reasons, I strongly oppose the basing of F-35 aircraft near Tucso~GE-4 

Please consider my comments in your Environmental Impact Statemeri!] NP-8 

Sincerely, 

Joost van Haren 
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1911 BO Alyson Heyer 

 

1912 TU Dr. Joseph C. Watkins 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alyson Heyer --Comments: 

~~~~:~iy~'Mar"" li. 1J1j i.lJ PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
Boise EIS Comment 

Hello, I am writing this comment form to oppose the use of F-35 aircraft at the Boise Airpor!JGE-4 

1911 80 

I am very concerned with the noise level of these aircrafts. The Boise Airport is close to residential areas as well as ou] NO-I 
Elementary School (Owyhee Elementary). I have serious concerns that the noise of these aircrafts will create a strong NO-36 
negative impact on the quality of life for me as well as my children. Currently as a military jet takes off from the Boise 
airport it registers the full volume on our baby monitor. I am told that the F-35 aircraft would even be louder than that. EJ-2 

Thank you, 
Alyson Heyer 

The contents of this e-mail and any attachments are intended solely for the use of the named addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. Any unauthorized use, copying, disclosure, or distribution of the contents of this e-mail or attachments is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you 
are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and destroy ali copies of the communication and any attachments. 

Mr. David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
Ms. Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West 
Building 90 I 
Randolph Air Force Base 
Texas 78150-4319 

aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.afmil 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

-
1 have read through the Draft Environmentallmpact Statement (EIS) on the basing of the 
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter with particular attention to Tucson, Arizona, the place where 1 
live, in the hope of coming to some understanding of the impact this very loud airplane 
would have on the health and safety of my family , friends and neighbors. Such 
documents are by their nature complex, However, T have come to the conclusion that no -
one, friend or foe of the F-35 basing or neutral arbiters like the United States Air Force or 
the Environmental Protection Agency can conclude much of anything based on this 
Draft. it is so fundamentally lacking in basic information and has sufficiently many 

1912 TU 

internal contradictions that it leaves its readers with more questions than answers. Some NP-13 
of the paucity of information is based on the fact that the Drafters of thi s document could 
not possibly describe the impact of a plane that has such a scant track record . Other 
missing information exhibits shortcomings in describing how a plane of this nature would 
impact many aspects of the day-to-day life of an unusual place, namely Tucson, Arizona.:... 

Here are my concerns: 

The Draft EIS is silent on the unique aspects of the Tucson environment on the noisel 
generated by the F-35 and its impact on people, especially children. What standards JNO-4 
are being used to assess noi se? How are they compatible with best health care 
research on the impact of noise? How do they take into account the special aspects oflNO-38 
the Tucson valley with its mountainous perimeter, its desert ground and its high J 
temperatures? How does it take into account the Tucson lifestyle with people and r. 
notably school children spending much more time out of doors than at other Air Force NO-I8 

locations? Which schools are in the flight path and how many students attend these 
schools? How can schools be mitigated or students relocated? How much would it EJ-I 
cost? 

The Draft ElS does not properly take into account the cumulative impact of noisel 
Tucson has an international airport, a railroad, an interstate highway, and military, ICM-2 
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police and hospital helicopters. In addition, Tucson is the host of Davis-Montham (D
M) Air Force Base. Its mission includes A-I 0 straight-wing jet aircraft and C-130 
four-engine turboprop military transport aircraft. At present, D-M is undergoing an 
Environmental Assessment of its Operation Snowbird. Thus, I call on the Drafters to 
assess the cumulative aspects of noise taking into account all present operations and 
reasonably anticipated future operations. This should include but not be limited to 
future increases in train and car traffic, commercial airport use, and increases at D-M, 
particularly the possible use ofD-M for F-35 aircraft. 

Due to the choice of TIA, a commercial airport, for the basing of the Joint Strike 
Fighter, ordnance must be stored at Davis-Montham Air Force Base. As a 

-
-

1912 TV 

CM-2 
cont'd 

00-23 
consequence, the F-35 must fly from TIA to D-M both to load and to unload ordnance NO-59 
before it can bed down at TIA for the day. The Draft EIS does mention this 
complication in operations. However, the impact of this complication is not 
adequately described. Where in the DEIS are the flight paths between TIA and D-M? 

SA-13 

What is their impact on noise, vibration, and safety? What is the extent of inefficiency_ 
in operations compromised? Have alternative basing, e.g., Gila Bend, been assessed J 
as an alternative to TIA? I call on a thorough analysis of the flights over the city and a 00-32 
comparison of the choice ofTIA to alternative basing sites. 

-
F-16 jet fighter flights routinely set off car alarms. The Tucson area has a variety of 
highly technological and scientific endeavors, notably the region's two largest 
employers, University of Arizona and Raytheon Missile Systems, along with many 
small manufacturers that comprise the "Optics Valley". The institutions and 
businesses maintain a large amount of sensitive scientific instrumentation and 
technical equipment. I call on the Drafters of the EIS to investigate the impact on the 
F-35 on the use of this equipment. One F-35 flight with its very strong vibrational 
noise can spoil an experiment or protocol using equipment sensitive to vibration. This 
investigation, at a minimum, should be based on thorough research on its impact with 
high-level officials - the Vice President for Research or the Provost at the University 
of Arizona and the Chief Operating Officer at Raytheon Missile Systems - and with a 
random sample of small manufacturers. 

-
-

Residents of Arizona are subject to a variety of zoning ordinances and property 
protections. Notably, the Joint Vicinity Box and the zoning overlay in midtown 
Tucson restrict property use to allow for increased Air Force operations. These laws 
created the horrific "incompatible for residential use" designation for home in the 65 
dB zones. On the other hand, "Private Property Rights Protection Act," which 
resulted from the 2006 ballot initiative Arizona Proposition 207 and has been codified 
at Arizona Revised Statutes section 12-1134, provides that "[i]fthe existing rights to 
use, divide, sell or possess private real property are reduced by ... any land use law 
enacted after the date the property is transferred to the owner and such action reduces 
the fair market value of the property the owner is entitled to just compensation[.]" 
How do these statutes impact the property owners of Arizona, including most 
importantly, the 8 thousand residents in the high noise zone northwest ofTIA? What 
government entity is responsible for making just compensation? 

-

2 

NO-61 

LU-J1 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-
With the 1978 crash of the A 7D Corsair jet in the vicinity of Mansfield Middle 
School and the University of Arizona, the Air Force conceded in 1980 that Tucson, as 
an urban center, provided too strong a risk to host unstable single engine jets. The 
mission was chan~ed to the double engine A-I0 and the four-engine C-130. In 
addition, the 162n Fighter Wing of the Air National Guard was transferred to Tucson 
International Airport (TIA). What is the Air Force's obligation to the contents of the 
1980 letter? How can the conclusions of that letter be reconciled with the basing of 
the F-35 in Tucson? -

1912 TV 

SA-20 

At one point in the Draft EIS, we find that basing of24 or 48 aircraft at TIA is not ] 
financially feasible. Yet the central analysis of the environmental impact considers on 
the basing of 24, 28, or 72 airplanes. Why does it make sense to make an 00-9 
environmental assessment in one part of the Draft EIS based on scenarios that are 
rendered moot by an analysis in another part of the Draft EIS? In addition, I am 
calling for "no change in mission" to be added to the list of alternatives for two ] 
reasons. The first is that we cannot really understand the changes that having the F-35 
would bring to Tucson unless we have a solid baseline for measuring impact. 00-1 
Secondly, the repeated delays in schedule that have been experienced by F -35 leaves 
its ultimate use in doubt and so the current F-16 mission at TIA may be viable for 
more years than the life of this EIS. 

One of the major drivers of the Pima County economy is associated to health and 
leisure activities - birders, hikers, spa goers, golfers, and a variety of winter visitors. 
Tucson is no longer a spring training site for Major League Baseball. Recently, Major 
League Soccer and both Japanese and Korean Professional Baseball expressed 
interest in moving spring training operations to Pima County. The Draft EIS takes a J 
wholly inadequately approach in its investigation of the impacts of stationing the F-35 
at TIA and its impact on the leisure and tourism industry. I am particularly concerned 
with the impact on hosting of major trade and professional organizations at downtown SO-18 
Tucson sites. Such sites provide the amenities of a city and easy assess to the 
University of Arizona. I call on a thorough analysis of the negative impacts in these 
areas to the basing of the F-35 in Tucson. 

The Draft EIS describes the impact on minority groups. In the areas impacted by the 
F-35, these groups often have Spanish as their only language. Remarkably, the Draft ] 
EIS does not have Spanish translation, the notices for public input were not prepared 
in Spanish, the moderators at the public meetings for this Draft EIS did not offer EJ-5 
translation into Spanish, did not have any materials in Spanish on site and did not 
offer Spanish speakers at the poster board presentations that preceded the public inpu 
period. Ironically, the input meeting nearer to the International Airport took place on l 
Ash Wednesday, a day for practicing Catholics of fasting, abstinence from meat, NP-28 
repentance and contemplation of one's transgressions. I calion the Air Force to begin] 
anew in its Draft EIS including from the onset those who are most impacted by the 
basing of the F-35 in their first language and in a manner that respects their culture EJ-5 
and traditions. 
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1913 TU Chris Tanz 

 

-
The report cannot be solely written inside the walls of the Pentagon or from the 
offices of consultants, but rather by having a vigorous research plan in the field. I call 
on an Environmental Impact Statement on the basing of the F-35 be adequately 
sourced consistent according to current standards of scholarship that documents in a 
transparent manner the information gathered for the report. Further, a credible 
Statement needs to show a vigorous evaluation of data from information collected in 
the Tucson area. 

I have heard that a variety of bodies including several neighborhood associations have 
been contacting you to let you know that they find the information necessary to make an 
informed decision is lacking in this Draft EIS. Above all, I call on the Air Force to show 
that it can be an agency that has the highest standards of information gathering, 
democratic input, and information reporting. It is the foundational activity for a 
government who represents a nation that you are charged with protecting. 

-

Respectfully yours, 

Dr. Joseph C. Watkins 

4 

1912 TV 

NP-13 

1913 TV 

From: 
Sent: ~!~~!s1ay, Marcn 11, JJG 8~~7b~~lf of Chris Tanz 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Draft EIS Statement: 3F35A Training Basing2 

Dear Mr. Martin and Mr.lMs.? Fornof, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input and raise questions about the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement: "F35A Training Basing" pertaining to the ANG base in Tucson. 

My parents came to the US as immigrants. I grew up under the influence of their deep sense of gratitude for the 
contribution of the US military in helping free Poland from Nazi occupation. 

I came to Tucson in 1975 to join the faculty of the University of Arizona. I was teaching a class on the day in 
1978 when an A-7 crashed just south of campus - barely missing buildings with college students and middle 
school students in them, and killing two women in a car on the street next to Mansfeld School and injuring 
others. This shocking event awakened me to the risks inherent in conducting military pilot training over a major 
population center, and made me realize how crucial it is to select missions properly for a base located in a 
metropolitan area. 

I am writing to voice my concern about the possibility that F-35 fighter plane training might be based at the Air 
National Guard Station at Tucson International Airport and to raise questions about the DEIS. The concerns 
encompass noise, safety, land use impacts, health impacts, and more, that are not adequately addressed in the 
DEIS. 

SAFETY 

The Executive Summary, (p. 28) states "The F-35A is a relatively new type of aircraft; historical trends show -
that mishap rates of all aircraft types decrease the longer an aircraft is operational as flight crews and 
maintenance personnel learn more about the aircraft' s capabilities and limitations. As the F-35A becomes more 
operationally mature, the aircraft mishap rate is expected [italics mine] to become comparable with a similarly 
sized aircraft with a similar mission." What kind of time frame is being discussed here for "operational 
maturity"? NEPA law requires and the public is entitled to clearer statements than these vague, probabilistic 
remarks. Shouldn't uncertainties about safety a ll be worked out before a plane is brought to population centers? 

What are the special safety issues involved in training pilots for a single-engine, single-seat aircraft? What 
proportion of training flights would require a trainer to fly along in a separate aircraft since they cannot fly in 
the same plane with the trainee? 

NOISE 

-

SA-12 
SA-16 

How does the noise level of the F-35 compare with that of other military aircraft? :::J NO-34 
It is unnerving to get the DEIS with the statement that the F-35 is 22dB louder than the F-\6C on arrival (thiS~' s 
an essential comparison) (p. I 0), and then to get a long list of revisions including the statement that it ' s only 9dB NO-21 
louder. It is hard for the public to have any confidence in these data. Please explain the errors and the revisions. 
Some Air Force data (from the Eglin, Florida EIS) show the F-35 to be 24dB louder. 

The noise data are apparently based on computer modeling. And much of the data represents noise averaging l NO-50 
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1913TU 

over a 24-hr period. This does not adequately represent how people will experience F-35 overflights. 

All of this points up the need for the public to hear actual fly-overs comparing planes currently based at ANGJ 
with the planned F-35 under identical conditions. Fair, impartial noise measurements must be made under 
realistic conditions: during cruising, takeoff and landing, as. well as running touch-and-~o's. The ~i~craft should NO-7 
carry their normal fuel loads and operate at their normal altitude, speed, and power settIngs for milItary 
operations (not cosmetically more acceptable lower settings). 

The "noise contour" map presented in the Draft EIS shows that the area affected by severe noise is up to 6 J 
times as large as the current baselin. e area (8534 acres as opposed to the "baseline" of 407 acres). (Executive 
Summary, p. 56-7) This is a major increase. But at public meetings people reported severe noise impacts from NO-69 
current flights far outside the acknowledged 65 dB noise contours (eg. Tucson Mountains area). The DEIS 
needs to address these actual complaints. 

Table 57 (p. 71) states that "events with potential to interfere with speech" would increase up to 172% "at ~ 
locations studied with windows closed". Faculty at the University of Arizona already complain about noise 
impacts on classrooms. What will be the effects on teaching and learning at the University and other educational EJ-2 
institutions if "speech interference events" are trIpled? Tucson InternatIOnal Airport and Davls-Monthan form a 
tight triangle with the University of Arizona. 

The DEIS does not discuss the compounded noise impacts of F-35 trainees flying with an accompanying trainer] NO-39 
flight. --.J 

IMPACTS ON MINORITIES AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS 

By the admission of the Air Force, "The :-35 !ircraft scenarios ~oul.d. present a d.isproportionateIy hig~ anJ adverse impact on low-income populatIOns. And on ethnic mmontIes. (ExecutIve Su~ary, p. 81) It s good EJ-4 
that the Air Force has taken note of this fact. But how does the Air Force plan to handle It? How does the Air 
Force factor information pertaining to environmental (in)justice into its decisions? 

The very problem arises because of the base's location in a large metropol!t~ area. Tr~ining operations for tliISl NO-37 
noisy, single-engine aircraft should be located further away from large CIVIlIan populatIons. .-J 

IMPACT ON LAND USE 

Local regulations identify some residential areas un~er the flight p~th as " incompatible with r.esid~ntial use". ~ 
The EIS should include an analysis of how changes In the type of aucraft flown and changes In flight patterns LU-. 
will interact with local regulations to affect land use. This is only one of the issues of "cumulative impact" that 
is overlooked in the DEIS. 

What will the impact of noise and vibrations be on high-tech research facilities such as the BioPark being ] 
deve loped at Kino and 36th St. by the University of Arizona and being actively promoted by the city and the NO-61 
wider economic community? 

HEALTH IMPACTS 

The World Health Organization reports that "Noise causes or contributes to not only annoyance and sleep ~ 
disturbance but.also heart attacks, learning disabi.lities and tinn!tus. Preliminary results of a multinational .pil~t 
project estimating the environmental burden of disease (EBD) In Europe have shown that the EBD for nOIse IS NO-6 
second in magnitude only to that from air pollution." Were these results taken into account in the preparation of 
the DEIS? 

1913 TU 

COMBINATION OF MILITARY AND CIVILIAN AIRFLIGHTS AT TIA 

By the AF's own admission, "Under Scenario T3, the projected annual military airfield operations would J 
exceed the maximum number allowed as per agreement with the Tucson Airport Authority." (Executive 
Summary, p. 71) What is the nature of the agreement? What are the factors that go into detenuining the AM-10 

maximum number of military airfield operations at a civilian airport? What concerns are represented by the 
restrictions? 

TUCSON INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND DAVIS-MONTHAN 

The F-35 would carry live ordnance. There are no facilities for live munition storage at the Air National Guar

J Station. "Therefore, for live-fire exercises, the [planes 1 transit to Davis~Monthan AFB for weapons loading." (p' DO-30 
2-7, Section 2.3.4 of the full EIS) The DEIS does not prOVIde InformatIOn about routes that WIll be flown 
between TIA and Davis-Monthan. Please provide this information. 

The fact that planes will have to transfer from one airport to the other for weapons loading will double the ~ 
number oftake-offs and landings in the metropolitan area whenever live ordnance is involved .. The DEIS does SA-13 
not address this possibility. The F-35 would be better based at a faclhty that does prOVIde mumtlOns storage and 
doesn't require transfer. 

CONTRADICTIONS IN THE DEIS 

The DEIS contradicts itself about whether one base will be chosen (p.4) or more (up to all 4) (p. 10). This is ~ 
misleading to the public. 

" ... U.S. Air Force (Air Force) proposal to base a Pilot Training Center (PTC) with F-35A Lightning II aircraft DO-31 
at one of four bases". p.4 

"The ROD will identify which location or locations have been selected by the Air Force decisionmakers, how 
many F -35A training aircraft would be bedded down at the selected location or locations". p.1 0 

I am looking forward to your response to my questions and those of other members of the community. 

Chris Tanz 
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1914 BO Catherine and Jim Chertudi 

 

1915 TU Pat Birnie 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~:~~:~~y ~~t:~~n~ 4~~~~t~~i'l .'1'1 ~$IIJI ••••• 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
DRAFT EIS 

1914 BO 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We have several concerns. First, as residents of the Surprise Valley ~ 
Subdivision, we have experienced frequent loud, overhead aircraft which can be very disruptive and potentially harmful to NO-8 
our health, especially in the summer months when we spend more time outside. The Boise Airport noise study conducted 
several years ago does not reflect the level of noise frequently found in our neighborhood and the airport information wa5]NO_70 
not even used in the model. The model relied on older data and was not "ground truthed" to current conditions and ..J 
those that could actually occur with the F-35s. Additionally the subdivision borders the Boise River and the Barber poolj 
Wildlife Preserve. The potential impacts on this wildlife area should be evaluated and we should not allow any impact on BI-5 
the wildlife in the preserve. 

Second, the study does not accurately assess the impact on property values. Our home has already declined in value J 
during this recession by nearly $100,000. We cannot afford further erosion of our investment. Additionally, a further 
reduction of property values results in the loss of property tax revenues to the city and school district. These entities are SO-l 
struggling to maintain services in the current economy and cannot tolerate the continued reduction of property values 
and thus tax revenues from thousands of high quality properties in southeast Boise. The loss of property taxes cannot 
and will not be offset by any potential revenues projected from increased employment. 

We are proud native Idahoans and believe in the value of the military. Surely there are better locations for these aircra[] GE-1 
that will not impact thousands of residential properties. As a community of about 200,000, an impact on more than ] 
10,000 people represents a significant community impact. Since Southeast Boise represents about 26% of the city's NO-ll 
population - the impact of the F-35s is an important issue in the site decision. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. Catherine and Jim Chertudi, ••••••••••••• 

Pat Birnie 

March 142012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornoff 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Opposition to F-35A basing or training at ANGITIA 

To Mr. Martin and Ms Fornoff: 

1915 TU 

As a resident ofthe Tucson greater metropolitan area, I am opposed to the basing Ofth] 
F-35A fighter plane at ANG/TIA at any level, and equally opposed to the F-35A fighter GE-4 
plane being brought to ANG/TIA or Davis Monthan AFB for just training exercises (as 
could happen under the Operation Snowbird program). 

Therefore I urge the Air force to choose the "No Action" option offered in the DEIS. :=J GE-19 

I have read the DEIS, and find that the information given in it only exacerbates my ~ 
opposition. When the designers complete the mechanical modifications still being made, 
will there be another DE IS presented to the public, in which the safety evaluations can be SA-12 
more accurate? I put no faith in the assurances given in this DE IS regarding the safety of 
this unfinished, incomplete and untested F-35A. 

Of particular concern to me is the shared use of the runways at Tucson International ~ 
Airport. When training flights are launched, mixed in with civilian air traffic, I worry 
that mechanical fai lures (which could happen with a new, untested technology of the new AM-2 
F-335A) could put civilian air traffic at great risk. 

My objections are many, but primarily concern the excessive noise levels that would bQ NO-1 
imposed on the dense population of the greater Tucson metropolitan area. This noise ] NO-36 
would reduce the quality of life for us all, and particularly: 

# Reduce property values, especially near the runways, but generally for the whole ] SO-1 
metropolitan area; 

# Harm the tourist industry, a large segment of the local economy, or cause our large ] 
population of annual winter residents to re-locate somewhere else, to quiet, calm So-7 

surroundings; 
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1917 TU Suzette McPhail 

 

1918 BO Linda Anderson 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
SUbject : 

i ueslaY, iJarcn i 1 JJ i J 920 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Support of the F-35A 

1917 TU 

We have already proven that we are the ideal place for training pilots in this airCraftj 
We have the climate, we have the field, we have local support we are accustomed to GE-3 

seeing the planes in the sky and to the noise. 

Please bring them to Tucson. 

Sister of F-4 pilot MIA, Col. Robert L. Standerwick 

1918 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~:dna~~r~~~cn i 1 JJ i J d I JiJ 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Opposition to F-35 training @ Gowen Field 

Absolutely No! We support the military and feel it is very important. But considering Gowen Field in 
Boise, Idaho or even Mountain Home for the F -35 training, would cause much harm and detriment to the 
surrounding community. 

]
GE-4 

Gowen Field is in the midst of homes, schools, and businesses. The noise level alone would be unbearableJ!j NO-l 
even blockaded indoors! As a teacher, I know that loud and continuous ~ 

noise mesmerizes one's brain and would make it impossible to have the schools able to stay open. Also hearing ~O~6 
loss would be incredible as studies have shown. 

It would destroy our home values and any quality oflife living here still. There would be no way we could! SO-1 
move elsewhere, nor would we want to. ~NO-36 

In our study of this matter, we have been informed that there are other areas being considered that are muc:] 
more suited for the F-35 training. These are places that are out away from the community more. GE-l 

Please do no destroy our quality of life and our community when there are far more suited choices available. 
Thank you-----Linda Anderson 
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1919 BO Mark and Kathie Hilliard 

 

1920 BO Mark Bonnelycke 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JJeanesOay, lJIarch 14,20128:28 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Proposed F-35 beddown and EIS Comments 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

1919 BO 

We are writing in support of the preferred alternative, i.e., to base the F-35s at Luke AFB. From envionmental, 
operational and cost-effectiveness perspectives it makes the most sense. The Holloman and Tucson alternatives 
appear to be the next most favorable in terms oftradeoffs from the existing situation, although the water issues 
at Holloman may tilt the favorability of F -35 beddown toward Tucson. Boise is the least suitable alternative, J 
for a variety of reasons, including that we live two miles west of the Boise Airport, almost literally on the 
centerline of runway IORl28L. Although we clearly we have a personal interest in identifying Boise as the least GE-l 
suitable location for the F -35s, particularly as they would affect our health and economics, our previous 
experience with the current A-lOs, and before them the C-130s, has been positive and we would support these 
or aircraft with similar noise profiles for Air Guard mission updates. 

The noise from overflights of fast movers such as F-15s and F-16s is at times physically painful, particularly Oil] NO-6 
28L takeoffs and when conducting instrument low approaches with attendant go-arounds. Although we cann'2.!....J 
know for certain the discomfort experienced by domestic animals that cannot cover or otherwise protect their] 
ears and hearing (dogs, cats, horses, cattle, others), it is reasonable to expect that substantial discomfort, ifnot BI-5 
hearing damage, is taking place. If members of the general public were actively subjecting their domestic 
animals to such noise, it would likely be considered cruelty to animals. Our sleeping is also periodically ] NO-3 
disrupted when fighter aircraft conduct late evening landings and takeoffs. 

Since the purpose of an EIS is to also evaluate new proposed alternatives, please consider the following with 
respect to any further consideration of Boise for the F-35s, to be either analyzed or rejected, as appropriate, for 
the final EIS. 

- The proposal is to bed the f-35s at Mountain Home AFB and construct from Boise AGS or other location] 
proximate to the Boise Airport high-speed rail transportation primarily paralleling 1-84 to the first 1-84 
Mountain Home exit, then paralleling Sunset Strip, then turning west paralleling W. 6th S. St., then south to 
MHAFB. Air Guard personnel living in Boise would thus be provided with rapid transportation to MHAFB, GE-12 
with some perhaps choosing to live in Mountain Home, rather than Boise. If such transportation were to be 
accessible to the general public, economic benefits could accrue to both Mountain Home and Boise residents. 
Some additional facilities would likely need to be constructed at MHAFB, perhaps including an additional 

runway. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Mark & Kathie Hilliard 

Boise, Idaho 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi! 

~~~n~~~~~,IY~~~J l4. JJlj at 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
no F35s in Boise, ID 

1920BO 

Pleas e don't station the F35 training center at Gowen Field in Boi s e, rD. The airport is J. n GE- l 
a large metropolitan area , and the noise from the jets will have a very negative impact on NO-36 
the qu ality of life in Boi s e. 

Th ank s, 

Mark Bonnelycke 
Eagle , ID 
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1921 XX Wayne R. Lundberg 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Wayne Lundberg 
Wednesday, Marcn 14, LUlL ::> :uu t-'M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
USAF F-3SA Training Basing Draft EIS COMMENT 
AETC F-3SA Tng EIS Draft Comment.doc 

Dear Mr Martin and Ms Fornof, 

1921 XX 

Thi s letter i s a Public Comment in regard to the USAF F-35A Training Bas ing Draft EIS, dated 
20 Jan. 

I am quite certain that the USAF has made significant efforts to beddown as many F-3SA 
aircraft as possible within the constraints of available and compatible land uses . It is 
well-known that Federal Acquisition Regulation Part 150 Compatible Land Uses and thus Air 
Installation Compatible Use Zones limit the annual noise energy produced by USAF flight 
operations. This limitation conflicts with 000 training missions. So one finds that the j 
USAF provides extremely limited, unsubstantiated, information to the public in regard to 
noise estimation method s, wh i ch is quite evident in Appendix 8.3 . Although the predicted DNL NO-4 
contours are the basis for ALL Noise Effects, the information quality is much poorer (1-2 
pages vs. 31 pages in Appendic 8.2). 

The integrity of noise prediction method's capability to provide accurate DNL contours is -
thus paramount. Please note that NO Department of Defense report exists which demonstrates 
the integrity of NoiseMap predictions*. So the public is left to frlet the fox guard the 
henhouse" - all the more worrisome when the USAF has thus far refused, or failed, to publish, 
for public or peer review, the scientific basis of its methods . The public is rightly 
concerned with the noise exposures that residential and public use buildings will experience 
- since it affects their land values and possibly habitability. In some cases, 25-30 dB of 
sound insulation may be required . It seems the USAF has little motivation toward scientific 
integrity, in spite of its motto frintegrity first." 

That changed with two policy memos, both of which affect thi s EIS. 
Per 000 memo 16 June 2009, he Potential Hearing Loss must be considered as part of NEPA EIS 
documents. The potential for hearing los s i s significant for employees working near the 
flight line, many of whom have not been included in a hearing protection program. IF the PHL 
contour extends off the installation, membe rs of the public may also have their hearing NO-72 
affected by high noise levels . The extent of DNL contours thus greatly affects building 
designs and people. But how can anyone be sure the DNL contours in this or any EIS are 
accurate?? 

On 17 Dec 2e1a, the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy s igned a federal 
policy on Scientific Integrity. This requires that the public be given SUBSTANTIALLY more 
information on t he NoiseMap methodology (among other things, including peer review of its 
methods). Also, under the existing Information Quality Act, the information in this and 
future versions of an EIS must be substantiated with scientific studies and peer-reviewed 
results. The current robscure government report' approach to noise model-building wil l end. 
8e sure to take steps toward that purpose in the revised EIS! 

*The only 000 technical report ever published in an effort to validate the NoiseMap 
methodology failed to do so. AL-TR-1997-ee97 "Analysis of Measured Environmental Noise 
Levels: an Assessment of the Effects of Airbase Operational Model Variables on Predicted 
Noise Exposure Levels" is available to the public from the National Technical Information 
Service with Accession Document Number AD 244805. 

1921 XX 

It concludes that the greatest source of underpredicted Noise Levels stems from poor mOdeli

J
g 

of aircraft operations' via BaseOps Representative Profiles . Since this EIS provides little 
information on how these NoiseMap inputs were developed, nor does it document them NO~72 
thoroughly, there is little reason to accept the accuracy of the DNL contours provided coni d 
therein. 

:~_ ~R~~;~~~~:~7P~~~~~m~~~s A~~. ~~:tP~~~~~r~:~U!ir~:s:w:~~i~~~~ental officers understand the-
impact which modeled operational parameters have on noi se predictions and that they _apply 
the Nominal Flight Profile methodology in noise sensitive situations_ . " 

There IS a means by which the public can _enforce_ the EIS model of flight profiles . It is 
relatively simple to collect flight operations information from viewing and conducting 
photographic altimetry of the actual flights. If /when the F-3SA training operations (or any 
other military aircraft) are actually limited to that represented by the BaseOps model of NO-73 
flight operations used in NoiseMap, the public may have a much greater confidence in the DNL 
contours in this EIS. 

This approach assumes that the scientific integrity of each individual aircraft noise 
generation and propagation is also accurate. However, a little bit of progress on that 
subject has been made as documented in American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics 
(AIAA) conference publicat ions . The public can and muct reasonable demand tha summary of 
that information pursuant to the Information Quality Act. -

This Comment does, therefore, demand substantive improvement of Appendix B.3 discussion 
vastly improved quality of information be provided thereby, as it is relevant to the 
integri ty of DoD/ USAF noise prediction methodology . 

and] 

/ /s igned / / 

Wayne R. Lundberg, Ph.D. 
Aeroacoustic Consulting Engineer -

NO-72 
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Wayne 
Aeroacoustics 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornal 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mii 

Dear Mr Martin and Ms Fornof, 

1921 XX 

R. Lundberg, Ph.D. 
LonsLll11l1g Engineer 

14 March 2012 

This letter is a Public Comment in regard to the USAF F-35A Training Basing Draft EIS, dated 20 Jan. 

I am quite certain that the USAF has made significant efforts to bed down as many F-35A aircraft as 
possible within the constraints of available and compatible land uses. It is well-known that Federal 
Acquisition Regulation Part 150 Compatible Land Uses and thus Air Installation Compatible Use Zones limit 
the annual noise energy produced by USAF flight operations. This limitation conflicts with DoD training 
missions. So one finds that the USAF provides extremely limited, unsubstantiated, information to the public 
in regard to noise estimation methods, which is quite evident in Appendix B.3. Although the predicted DNL 
contours are the basis for ALL Noise Effects, the information quality is much poorer (1-2 pages vs. 31 
pages in Appendic B.2) . 

The integrity of noise prediction method's capability to provide accurate DNL contours is thus paramount. 
Please note that NO Department of Defense report exists which demonstrates the integrity of NoiseMap 
predictions'. So the public is left to "let the fox guard the henhouse" - all the more worrisome when the 
USAF has thus far refused, or failed , to publish, for public or peer review, the scientific basis of its methods. 
The public is rightly concerned with the noise exposures that residential and public use buildings will 
experience - since it affects their land values and possibly habitability. In some cases, 25-30 dB of sound 
insulation may be required . It seems the USAF has little motivation toward scientific integrity, in spite of its 
motto "integrity first. " 

That changed with two policy memos, both of which affect this EIS. Per DoD memo 16 June 2009, he 
Potential Hearing Loss must be considered as part of NEPA EIS documents. The potential for hearing loss 
is significant for employees working near the flight line, many of whom have not been included in a hearing 
protection program. IF the PHL contour extends off the installation, members of the public may also have 
their hearing affected by high noise levels. The extent of DNL contours thus greatly affects building 
designs and people. But how can anyone be sure the DNL contours in this or any EIS are accurate?? 

On 17 Dec 2010, the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy signed a federal policy on 
Scientific Integrity. This requires that the public be given SUBSTANTIALLY more information on the 
NoiseMap methodology (among other things, including peer review of its methods). Also, under the 
existing Information Quality Act, the information in this and future versions of an EIS must be substantiated 

1921 XX 

with scientific studies and peer-reviewed results. The current 'obscure government report' approach to 
noise model-building will end. Be sure to take steps toward that purpose in the revised EIS! 

'The only DoD technical report ever published in an effort to validate the NoiseMap methodology failed to 
do so. AL-TR-1997 -0097 "Analysis of Measured Environmental Noise Levels: an Assessment of the 
Effects of Airbase Operational Model Variables on Predicted Noise Exposure Levels" is available to the 
public from the National Technical Information Service with Accession Document Number AD 244805. 
It concludes that the greatest source of underpredicted Noise Levels stems from poor modeling of aircraft 
operations' via BaseOps Representative Profiles. Since this EIS provides little information on how these 
NoiseMap inputs were developed, nor does it document them thoroughly, there is little reason to accept the 
accuracy of the DNL contours provided therein. 

As a concerned party, you AND the public should be aware that AL-TR-1997-0097 recommends " .. that 
concerned airbase environmental officers understand the impact which modeled operational parameters 
have on noise predictions and that they _apply the Nominal Flight Profile methodology in noise sensitive 
situations_." 

There IS a means by which the public can _enforce_ the EIS model of flight profiles. It is relatively simple 
to collect flight operations information from viewing and conducting photographic altimetry of the actual 
flights. If/when the F-35A training operations (or any other military aircraft) are actually limited to that 
represented by the BaseOps model of flight operations used in NoiseMap, the public may have a much 
greater confidence in the DNL contours in this EIS. 

This approach assumes that the scientific integrity of each individual aircraft noise generation and 
propagation is also accurate. However, a little bit of progress on that subject has been made as 
documented in American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) conference publications. The 
public can and muct reasonable demand tha summary of that information pursuant to the Information 
Quality Act. 

This Comment does, therefore, demand substantive improvement of Appendix B.3 discussion and vastly 
improved quality of information be provided thereby, as it is relevant to the integrity of DoD/USAF noise 
prediction methodology. 

Wayne R. Lundberg, Ph.D. 
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1922 TU James Taylor 

 

1923 BO Shane Miller 

 

1922 TV 

From: 
Sent: ~~d~~~~~Y, iJiarcn i k JJ i J i i. i I PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Support for F-35 Operations at the Tucson Air National Guard Station 

I'd like to add my strong support for F-35 operations in the Arizona Air National Guard's 162nd Fighter 
Wing from the Tucson Air National Guard Station at Tucson International Airport. The ideal climate of 

-

Southern Arizona and the fantastic airspace and ranges provided at the Barry Goldwater Air Force Range make 
Tucson a natural selection for F-35 training. Additionally, the unparalleled expertise of the 162nd Fighter Wing 
in the fighter training business make it the premiere choice as the next Air Force F-35 training facility. GE-3 

We in the Tucson community have always been extremely supportive of the our Air National Guardsmen, and 
the addition of the F-35 will ensure this vital facility continues to turn out the best trained fighter pilots in the 
world! There is no other base currently being considered that compares to Tucson when you review training 
experience, range access, and safety record. Tucson should be the first choice for F-35 training! -

1923 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~e~nn~~~~~: MaJ 14. JJe it 2M 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Regarding Proposed F-35 Pilot Training Center at Gowen Field (HO AETC/A7CPP) 

HO AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph Air Force Base Texas 78150-4319 
Attn . Mr. David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 

My wife and my decision to move to Boise from Arizona was partially 
based on the city's commitment to quality of life, indoors and outdoors. 
We purchased our home in a quiet neighborhood where we could raise a _ 
family. I go to work early and take afternoon naps most days. When the 
F-15's carne for training a few surnrners ago, it became very difficult to get 
the rest I needed each day. Not getting the proper amount of rest not only 
affected me and my farnily but also affected rny ability to do rny job wel l 
Every aspect of our lives were changed by the F-15 noise. We were unable 
to have conversations in our backyard or even inside our horne without having NO-8 
to pause for 30+ seconds to wait for the F-15's to go overhead. Our windows 
would actually rattle as the plane passed by. Enjoying the outdoors and our 
home in Boise was compromised. Dealing with a summer of F-1 5's was difficult, 
a lifetirne of F-35's would be irnpossible to handle. My farnily loves Boise an~ 
we do not want to move, but bringing F-35's to Gowen Field would destroy the] 
positive aspect of the town that drew us here in the first place. To say we are NO-36 
not at all excited about the possibility of F-35 planes getting stationed at 
Gowen Field would be an understatement. 
The city council was encouraged to accept the F-35 planes for economic 
reasons. Their decision rnay not have included the effect that the 
loud F-35's were to really have on the economy. Home values that have ] 
already dropped will drop drastically all around the Treasure Valley. Ever try SO-1 
to sell a home when you have to take a break for the nOise of the 
planes overhead? Not a good sales point! The Maple Grove Elementary 
grade school behind us will be affected when teachers have to pause ] 
while planes pass overhead. We do not want our son's teacher to be planning EJ-2 

her curro iC. ulum aro. un .. d. the F~35.'S flig. h.t p.l.ans. ' T.he surrou. n.dlng.neighbO. rs that bought In the area because It was close to the schools and In qUiet 
neighborhoods Will find the "quiet" changed to "NOISY" If the 
F-35 planes are stationed nearby. DeSirable neighborhoods Will be SO-1 
reclassified to "Not sUitable for Residential Use" due to nOIsy F-35 planes. 
Even the houses that are not reclassified Wi ll stili be affected by the nOise. 

We have an 18 month old son that needs his naps and uninterrupted sleep ] 
at night. The thought of even louder planes passing overhead while he is ~t~ 
trying to sleep or play In the yard IS not good and the potential for hearing 
loss due to the loud overhead noise is deeply concerning for a parent. I hope] 
that y.ou would reconsider the .Iocation to station these planes to Mountain GE-12 
Home. ThiS Air force base IS an hour away and not in such close proximity 
to neighborhoods and schools 

Sincerely, 
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1924 BO Kathy Pidjeon 

 

1925 TU Catherine Williams 

 

From: 
Sent: ~~~is~~;~~~rcn i k JJ i J i jj iiVi 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Public Comment: F-35A Training Basing EIS 

Name: Kathy Pidjeon 
Organization/Affiliation: U.S. citizen, Boise resident, former U.S. Army dependent wife 
City, State Zip Code: Boise, ID 83706 
Comments Based On: 

1924 BO 

Reading U.S. Air Force informational materials, the F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement: 
Draft Executive Summary and certain sections of the F-35A Training Basing EIS Draft; attending the Open 
House Information and Presentation/Formal Comment Sessions at the Public Hearing held on February 27, 
2012 in Boise, Idaho; talking with those subject matter experts; reading news articles and Letters to the Editor 
in The Idaho Statesman; reviewing the Save Our Valley website; and, discussing the EIS with several Boise 
residents, including some military and former military personnel. 
Comments: 
I understand and accept that premier strike aircraft are vital to our nation, its citizens and military forces. I 
support the U.S. Air Force's training and operations missions and concur that Luke Air Force Base is the 
optimal location for the F-35A Pilot Training Center. 
Federal defense monies should be applied wisely and in ways that maximize benefits for the greatest number of 
citizens and minimize negative impacts. The Luke AFB location best fulfills those objectives. 
As shown in the EIS, there are dozens of criteria to consider in a "site location" decision. While many criteria 
were judged to have a similar impact on each alternative location, there were several maj or differentiators: 
construction costs and disturbed land, mission personnel requirements, noise and socioeconomic factors. 
[Comparisons were made between Scenarios I (24 aircraft), 2 (48) and 3 (72) and, for Holloman, without the F-
16 mission.][Cited tables are in the Executive Summary.] 

o Under Scenario 3, estimated renovation and construction costs are significantly less at Luke - Table 31 
vs. Tables 46, 3 and IS. 

o Under all three scenarios, less area would be disturbed at Luke - Table 31 vs. Tables 46, 3 and IS. 
o Under two of the three scenarios, fewer training mission personnel are required at Luke - Table 32 

vs.Tables 16,47 and 4. 
o Under all three scenarios, significantly fewer people would experience noise>65 dB DNL at Luke -

Table 32 vs. Tables 18,49 and 6. 

The Treasure Valley's economy could use an injection of new consumers, temporary construction jobs and more 
permanent employment, however, Luke AFB is the optimal ocation and better fit. 

For the record, I live just a few blocks from the >65 dB DNL contour - which means that the value of my hom~, 
just like those within that contour, would be negatively impacted under Scenario B3 and, most likely, also under SO-1 
BI and B2. Sound is a sequence of waves. According to the EIS, about 10,119 people would fall within the> 
dB DNL area. That's about five percent of Boise's population - I in every 20 individuals! And more than 300 :::J NO-ll 
Boiseans are expected to incur loss of hearing vS.a maximum of five individuals at Luke [Page 2-28, Draft EIillNO-6 
Forcibly downgrading the homes of over 10,000 individuals to "incompatible/unsuitable for residential use" anj 
adversely impacting property values when there are more fiscally and environmentally sound alternatives is ~~:l 
unconscionable. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~~a~il~~~CSh 14, JJ iJ I jj JiJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Training Basing EIS 

1925 TU 

I am strongly opposed to bringing the F-35A to Tucson. At our home in central Tucson we already experience noisy Air Force J GE-4 
overflight~, ~o the .extent of interfering vvi~h conversations and drowning out broadcast media. As the F-35A has 71 % more thrust than NO-8 
the F-16, It IS obviously a much louder aircraft. NO-l 

The DEIS is missing significant information about noise. It uses computer models to determine F-35 noise over Tucson, but the ] 
theoretic. a.1 results are lower th.an. the a.ctual F-35 decibel.levels .. Despite requests for demo on.stration flights by elected officials, the Air ~~--t 
Force has refused to conduct them. Also the DEIS deSCribes decibel levels In terms of an average over 24 hours a day for a vvhole NO-50 
year; this IS completely unrealistic, as It does not represent the Impact of sudden loud nOise 

Studies which the DEIS have ignored show that F-35A noise can reduce property values by more than 25%. There is no estimate J 
provided of the dollar .Ioss of prope. rty-tax revenues. Also the impact on Tucson's economy is not addressed, including the $1.4 billion ~8J 
brought In by the tourism Industry 

Tucson is a densely populated urban community and is not, for both noise and safety reasons, a suitable location for this loud, powe~ 
~\~eU~~;~~.ore, urban encroachment will have an increasing impact on TIA operations and would increasingly restrict flight operati0:J ~~--~2 

Thank you for consideration of my comments 

~Iiams 
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1926 TU Daniel D. Stringham 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Daniel D. Stringham 
Wednesday, March 14, LUlL I[La r'IVI 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
f35tucson@yahoo.com 
Yes to F-35 in Tucson l 

Yes to the F-35A in Tucson. pdf 

I want the F-35 Training base in Tucson, Arizon~ GE-3 

1926TU 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1926TU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may subm~ your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the commenttable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft [tS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. Alt convnents will be addressed in the Final [IS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. 42 United States Code 4321. et seq. AN 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However. your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: J>"'III/~" 1>. ~TA.I";"'J..IdYlt 

organizati'~onI~~Affi~I~'ia~ti~on~:===11111111 Address:-

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: ______________ ~--------------------~~--------~----~ 
1 J:9 nL I tv 'F4(oR. 7Vcc-;C?~ I-/(JS/W (P Ttt<-lGE_3 

F - 7 ~ A- Til A I tk'J/\/ &- B~!U t,.. j 

J. ANI AID' A /II I fit e y 

r W4tVT THf- M5£ To fl< . .ltl fJ fP< t?v rL 
/flCSO/Vr 

--Please print - Additional space is pro . 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or 0 download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive Mure nolices aboulll'e F·35A Training Basing EIS. 
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1927 TU Robin Roberts 

 

1928 TU Kay McLoughlin 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject : 

:~~~~d~~~ ilaJ 11. JJ iJ ikb JiJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Tucson F-35 Support 

192711J 

I've lived in the Tucson area for over 25 years. My friends and family and I appreciate the Tucson Air National 
Guard based at Tucson International Airport. Along with their Air Force partners at Davis-Monthan, these 
people and their planes help protect our freedom. They are some of the best and brightest in our community, 
and we very much appreciate and support their mission. We like the 'sound of freedom' and definitely do not 
consider it an issue. 

Southern Arizona has the climate, wide open spaces, and infrastructure to support the F-35. 
contribution these planes and the people who support them make to our community. 

I urge you to station the F-35 at Tucson. 

Sincerely, ... 
And we value 1 

JGE
-
3 

192811J 

From: 
Sent: ~~~s~~~,o~~~~~ iBJiJ iJK JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Support the F-35 Training in Tucson at Air Natl Guard 

I live in the flight path and am totally in support of the training mission ofF-35 pilots at the Air National Gua;:ct,] 
Th~~ ~~~ 
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1929 BO Velma Qualls 

 

1930 TU Sylvia Jo Miles 

 

1929 BO 

From: 
Sent: :~~:s~~~~La~cn Ik JJ iJ iJ iJ JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: No F-35A program in Boise 

I am an elderly resident living in Boise, Idaho. I hoped to enjoy the remainder of my days in peace & quiet .. j. 
and on good days, with fresh air. If the F-3SA comes to Boise, our beautiful and quiet city will no longer be the NO-36 
same. It will not be good. 

I am not "anti-military." I am a fonner Marine. My husband was a Marine and an Air Force officer. We lived 
on military bases both here and abroad, and I know what it is like to be around military aircraft. None of that 
really matters right now. What does matter, is that the F-3SA is a very, very noisy aircraft and it does not ]NO-37 
belong withm mmutes of our capitol city. I know that over 10,000 homes belongmg to BOise residents Will 
immediately be re-classified as unsuitable for residential use. What about all those people? What about all JSO-l 
those businesses and hotels around the airport? It makes no sense, simple as that. SO-18 

I do not like the notion of having the F-3SA Training Base in Boise I oppose this program and urge you, the Air"lGE-l 
Force, to concentrate on other locations that do not put so many residents and businesses at risk. ~ 

Thank you. 

Velma 

1930TU 

From: 
Sent: ~e~~I::aay, d arcn i!, JJi; dnd 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject : Support for the F-35 in Tucson 

David Martin and Kim Fornof, 

As a native Tucsonan (1946), with ties to the military, I sincerly encourage you to use the Arizona A~. r 
National Guard{fucson International Airport as a training mission for the F-3S. Tucson offers great 
weather, land, airspace, ranges and facilities needed for the training mission. You also have the GE-3 
support of a patriotic community . I know I am safer when I see and hear the military airplanes in the 
sky above me. Thank you. 

Sylvia Jo Miles 
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1931 TU Margaret Flyntz 

 

1932 BO Gil Wright 

 

1931 TU 

From: 
Sent: ~egdg~e~~~y~ itaJ I k JJ iJ LJ JJi 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Many Reasons to Oppose Assigning the F-35 to Tucson, AZ 

TO: David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

From all that I have heard and read about the option of bringing the F-35 to Tucson International Airport, I feel firmlY] 
opposed to the project That said, the F-35 isn't ready for an EIS and not enough information is given so that the ~t13 
public can intelligently comment 

From an historical perspective, however, having personally witnessed from a roof on the Civil Engineering Bldg on the J 
Campus the crash of military aircraft in 1978 at the University of Arizona, I see no reason to risk such problems in the SA-l 
future with military aircraft flying over populated areas of Tucson. And there have been other accidents of this kind as 
well. The Cumulative Impact of urban flights from both D-M and TIA is important ::J CM-2 

Among the other legitimate reasons to oppose such a loud-noise addition to our environment is the impact of that volumej EJ-4 
of sound on the neighborhoods that would be most affected, as usual, low-income and minority populations. In additio.n.J 
to the physical and health consequences, the negative impact on property values in those areas and others affected bY] NO-6 
the noise is substantial. Tourism will also suffer, and tourism comprises a large percentage of Tucson's economy. ~8:~ 

Though some jobs will certainly result from bringing this enterprise to Tucson, it is my understanding that the economi~ 
benefits of OSB have never been reliably determined . It must be assumed it is insignificant when compared to that GE-13 
contributed by tourists, visitors, the University and other segments of the economy that may being adversely affected by 
OSB flyovers. 

In summary, I request that my email opposition to the assignment of the F-35 to Tucson be part of the public record . I~ GE-4 
considering such a project, I want OSB to comply with Federal law. I want the Federal government to conduct a full EIS 
which completely assesses OSB flight operations in and over our community in relation to the 1975 OSB program and the GE-13 
1978 EA. I also want the EIS to explore relocating OSB to a location more conducive with its current and future missions 
which may include the F-35. The safety record of the F-35 is unknown, and it is by far the noisiest fighter plane ever ] SA-l 
produced . NO-l 

Thank you for accepting public comment . 

1932 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~i~~~~:~, IJlarcn 11 JJ It i. It 2M 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: No F-35A at Gowen Field, Boise 10 

I am a 78 year-old, retired, life-long, resident of Boise, Idaho, and I am asking that you please do not locate the F-3SA ] GE-4 
aircraft at the Gowen Field Base in Boise. 
There are many prudent, valid, reasons for not assigning the F-3SA's here - all of which I'm sure you have already heajd. 
I agree with the reasons expressed at the public hearings for not selecting Gowen Field, and I ask you to please consider GE-l 
Luke AFB, or another suitable location for this aircraft. 
Thank you. 
Gil Wright 
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1933 BO Bob Raeder 

 

1934 BO Peggy Harlan 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~s~~~ , BM~~C~~~~io~ 'j 1\_jJ_jIJI; •••• 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A 

To Whom It May Concern: 

1933 BO 

The Air Force's F-3SAs are not welcome in my back yard in Boise, Idaho. As your own enVironmenJta 
impact statement alludes, my home would become "not suitable for residential use" if these planes 
were stationed at Gowen Field. My home is one-half mile north of Gowen Field. ~lf-~ 

Again, you are not welcome at my house. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Raeder 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

~~~~~~a~:~cn IJ, JJ iJ it JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Training Site 

High 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

1934 BO 

I am writing this email to state my strong objection to the proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing of F-3SA Trainin~ 
Aircraft at Gowen Field in Boise, Idaho. 

After reading all of the information about the tremendous impact that the F-3SA aircraft will have on the quality of life ~~--~6 
due to the extreme noise level they produce I feel that it is NOT appropriate to even consider basing this training site at 

Gowen Field. 

Gowen Field is directly adjacent to numerous residential housing developments not to mention several public SChOOI]SI 
live quite close to Gowen Field and the noise level of the current F-1S's and F-16's effects my personal quality of life 

already. When they take off it is almost impossible to carryon a phone conversation within my house with all of the NO-8 
doors and windows closed!! The vibration created by their taking off causes my house to actually shake and has resulted 

in dishes moving and at time breaking. I can't even imagine the devastating effect the F-3SA aircraft would have nor dOi] NO-l 
want to! ~ 
As a former teacher, I know how difficult it is to keep the undivided attention of students during classroom instructiOj. 
The tremendous noise that would be created by the F-3SA aircraft would make it absolutely impossible to conduct EJ-2 

quality instruction in a classroom! 

If the area in which I live is deemed "Not suitable for Residential Use" this would have a great impact on the property] 
value of my home as well. SO-1 

My health is also a major consideration since it is documented that a person could experience a loss of hearing due till NO-6 
the extreme noise created by these aircraft. ~ 
I feel that the US government has exercised very POOR judgment in even considering Gowen Field as a possibility for:] GE-l 
training center for the F-3SA aircraft. These centers need to be developed in a remote area that will NOT affect citizens' NO-36 
quality of life and learning!! EJ-2 

Respectfully, 
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1935 BO Errol Waters 

 

1936 LU Rebecca A. Tillotson 

 

1935BO 

From: 
Sent: ~e~:~~~:, iJiarcn 14, JJ iJ 1 i i AM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Regarding F-35 Aircraft Stationing at Gowen Field Boise Idaho 

HU-RAAAI Bring It on! I love the sound of Freedom! I live somewhat off the west end ofthe airport. Yes thJee 
babies are loud. I love It. 

How can my property value be further lowered after the financial debacle brought on by the fiscal GE-3 

Irresponsible ofthe past. 

To all the folks who are concerned about the nOise ... SUCK IT UP! 

HU-RAA! 

Errol Waters 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~~ ~i~~~~OOnJ, JJ iJ i i L iiJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Luke 

1936 LU 

I have been a resident of Arizona since 1966 and now live in Buckeye. The jets fly over my house just about 
every day. I enjoy seeing them and glad that Luke is in my back yard. In these economic times, it would be a 
disaster for us to lose the base. We can not afford to lose jobs and the tax money to the area and the state. 

I still do not understand how developers were allowed to built houses that close to the base. People that bought GE-3 

the houses should have been conscious of the noise factor and made better decisions. 

I pray that Luke stays in our future forever.. The community needs the prosperity and the stability of the bas~ 

Thanks, 
Rebecca A. Tillotson 
Buckeye 
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1937 LU Catherine Morrell 

 

1938 TU [illegible first name] Hutchins 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sirs, 

~~~~a~,o~:~cn IJ, JJ iJ i L JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Luke Air Training 

1937 LU 

I am a 15 year resident of the Sun City area. Luke has been an important part of my life. I volunteer my time 
by sewing clothes for the young families at Luke. We appreciate their dedication to our safety. I hear the noise 
of the airplanes daily and say a prayer of thanks for these planes and the pilots. 
The noise is not a problem to the environment here. The dogs even ignore the sounds. The wildlife, rabbits, 
birds, coyotes, etc. have not been disturbed. I can see no impact on the desert areas. We have the open land and GE-3 
the open skies to support the F-3S. 
Everyone who bought a home within this sound corridor was made aware of the fact. Our cities have been 
diligent to provide support for the continuing training of the F-3S. I and my neighbors also support your 
bringing the F-3S to Luke. 
Thank you for listening. 
Sincerely, 
Catherine Morrell 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

1938 TU 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
~Diminish quality of life ~ NO-36 DDamage tourist industry 
~hreaten fragile ecosyst~BI-2 ~Damage building structures ~ NO-12 
!:8Reduce outdoor enjoymerif] LU-3 DDamage hearing of resid~nts 

of parks, sporting eventu ~Harm student concentration ~ EJ-2 
g)"Disrupt classes anctactivitiesl DHarm pets, Zoo & wildlife 

at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 DReduce property values 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ SA-12 
endanger the safety of reSidents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-I3 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-16 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. AM-2 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected~ 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injustice. EJ-4 
Increases in air pollution and noise wo create negative health effects for all. 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY- ./c'~~~ECISI0tillI1GE-2 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–612 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

1939 TU Byron Taradena 

 

1940 TU Margaret Anne Knight 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

1939 TU 

Byron Taradena 
Tuesday, March 1 ~, LU1 L 11 :Ub AM 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
I support the F-35A coming to Tucson 

I support the F-35A coming to Tucso::6]GE-3 
Byron Taradena 

1940 TV 

From: 
Sent: i uesOay, iJiarcn iLo121214 AM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Cc: 
Subject: i LppJ It Hi Laming to Tucson l 

To David Martin and Kim Fornoff 
I am writing to add my voice to those who want to welcome F-35 pilot training to Tucson and greater Southern Arizo]n 

I am proud that Tucson is home to both USAF and AANG bases, and that our community values the presence of both the 
bases and thei r personnel here 

We have positive citizens, consistently terrific weather, access to plentiful range and airspace, and the land GE-3 
an.d facilities from which to build and expand so as to support the 162nd Fighter Wing In this exciting new mission. I hope 
we will see and hear the F-35 and Its air and ground crews before long In the communities and airspace of Southern 
Arlzona l 

Thank you for your consideration 

Margaret Anne Knight 
Tucson, Arizona 

(proud daughter of the late Lt. Col. William T. Knight, USAF Ret, 
combat pilot WWII and Korea, combat veteran Vietnam) 
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1941 TU Joe Watkins 

 

1942 TU Minnette Burges 

 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO 5 B T ' FI hts In TUCSON! 

tucsonforward.com 

-~ 

I JQ ro-t 5& ~Y\~\rJ~Y\'.." I f\ -Tv'Q.-- D;G\tt 
E IS Q'0 01""00 I ~IS J t~ (V11V"\v\ It7Jwe... 
e tt~cJ:s c.:£ >"10 \S'2. . .I1 SI2Q rl\s, t--J'~ 

1941 TU 

r "ho t c\ + (A d' 0, V"'C\ I c::p s of --t"kL In,! 1 DC t 
ot Y"O \ ')~ rY\ l/1~i )V\C 1/11 dsu GlY\ ~ YE'QS)Y'O-6'h., CM-2 

L :1 Y"\ f '(j1 tv1Y~ 0 1 V p.'\o. 'f'Q./ (A ~Q., I 
C VIC! Y\C?\'LJ , 
nJ'i0101j T~ )Y\(Y'QOIJI.U ,n YlO)Se f,()(f' 

t~ OICJ1\J\\"\~S CAl' Do-"J)s " MOY'i "holY" 
YV:Jto 1.71 ~ vveY(]I.t)\)'(\ SYl~b{c1.C\ 1""\.0 0+ 
l UCSJ"'I""\ .rY\~'0J\q~ )'Ao I [\)"1' jJ-Jf t , 

From: 
Sent: Monday, March 12,20128:25 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: LETTER TO MARTIN AND FORNOF IN OPPOSITION TO F35 IN TUCSON 

MINNETTE BURGES 

-March 13,2012 

SENT BY EMAIL aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.afmil 
David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof, HQ AETC/A 7CPP 
266 F. Street West, Building 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150 - 4319 

RE: Proposed Basing and Pilot Training for the F-35 in Tucson 
F-35 Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

By this letter I submit my formal opposition to the following: 

l. installation ofF-35 Aircraft in the Tucson area; and 
2. training of pilots to fly the F -35 aircraft in skies above the Tucson Area; and 

1942 TV 

JGE.4 

3. the inadequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) submitted regarding the Proposeo]NP.lJ 
F -35 installation and pilot training in the Tucson area. -.J 

First, the Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafater "EIS") submitted in connection with th~ 
F-35 installation and pilot training in the Tucson area is critically flawed and has been issued 
before complete and thorough testing and evaluation has been completed. The document does not 
serve the purposes for which it is intended as it is not complete and is premature. Statements Np·lJ 
contained throughout the document are not supported by data, and the document is unreliable. To 
pursue the installation and pilot training ofthe F-35 in the Tucson area based on the EIS would be 
an act of recklessness in failing to demand a comprehensive study complete with fully supporting 
data and information. A valid and meaningful decision to base the F-35 in Tucson and to train] 
pilots to fly the F-35 over the Tucson area cannot be made based on the flawed and incomplete Np·29 
information presented in the EIS. 
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1942 TU 

The F-35 has not yet been safety tested. There is insufficient evidence that training new domestic~ 
foreign pilots over a densely populated metropolitan area such as Tucson, Arizona is safe, and any SA-12 

decision to allow the installation and flight training in Tucson would be recklessly premature. 

The F-35 has not yet been noise tested in the area. There is insufficient evidence that adding F-35] 
flights to the already congested airspace over Tucson would be appropriate given the increased NO-7 

noise the cumulative addition of this aircraft 's flights would add. 

Neither the safety concerns nor the noise pollution issue are adequately addressed or raised in the] SA-12 

EIS. NO-4 

Furthermore, I make the additional points in opposition to basing the F-35 and training F-35 pilots 
in Tucson: 

I. The "noise contours" that surround the "flight path" in the EIS do not include the 
actual flight path ofthe F-35 rendering this information inaccurate at best; 

2. The EIS states that the F-35 will need to transit to DMAFB to load weapons and 
depart; the EIS further states that the DMAFB flight line, facilities and airspace 

] NO-40 

-

will be used for these purposes. This translates to the fact that the flight current DMAFB flight 
path for departures and arrivals over midtown Tucson of AIO, CI30 and the other aircraft will be 
used by the F-35 when needed. 

3. Both of these situations demonstrate that the F-3 5 will not fly exclusively along the flight path NO-59 

the Air National Guard (ANG) claims but wi ll be significantly greater and will invade the central 
city air space and fly over midtown Tucson, the most densely populated area of Tucson area. 

4. The EIS does not address environmental impacts associated with the actual flight path the F-35 
wil l take over midtown Tucson, and as such, is deficient. A supplemented or revised EIS must 
fully assess the environmental impact of the F-35 over Tucson. _ 

5. The EIS fails to adequately study levels of pollution from flight fumes and fuels , 
when considered in a cumulative context. 

6. The EIS fails to adequately present issues related to noise pollution, and refers to a $25 millioJ contribution by Pima County to address noise pollution issues, a sum that is not designated and is NO-74 

not authorized for this purpose. 

7. The EIS is required to conduct an assessment of the entire cumulative impact ofthe F35. ThiSl
cM

_
2 

simply has not been accomplished in any meaningful manner. --.J 
8. The F-35 will disproportionately expose low income and minority populations to noise in ~ 

excess of 65dB DNL, a level which both the DOD and FAA have classified as not compatible for EJ-4 

residential use. A mitigation plan is not offered and is notably missing from the EIS. 

I am a native of Tucson, Arizona and have witnessed the ever increasing aircraft activity in our l 
skies. Our town currently endures significant harm, risk and pollution as the result of the TIA NO-8 

ANG training programs for FI6s and by the DMAFB Operation Snowbird and other flight 

1942 TU 

programs. Classrooms and business activities are often and consistently paused while we wait foU ~~.;,! 
military aircraft to pass overhead. Our citizens have witnessed two fatal military crashes in the ~SA-2 
downtown/central area of the city. The majority ofthe population of central Tucson are adamant1Y] ~t'_11 
opposed to any increases in the danger, pollution and noise levels of the F-35. --.J NO-

I request that the F-35 not be based in Tucson and that F-35 pilot training not take place in the SkjeS 
over Tucson. To allow this outcome would be irresponsible in these circumstances described GE-I 

above. 

Thank you for your consideration for No F-35s Over Tucson. 

Respectfully, 

NITNNETTE BURGES ESQ 
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1943 BO Christine Loucks 

 

1944 BO Caroline Morris 

 

1943BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~sS JJ iJ i L JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Gowen Field, Boise, 10: F-35 

RE: Gowen Field, Boise ID: F-35 mission 

I do not support the location of F-35s in Boise, Idaho. I live close enough to the airport that my life has been] 
negatively impacted by the training done at Gowen Field with current military aircraft. During the summer, I ~~_~ 
was awakened in the morning by the sound of jets, and I could hear them during the evening when I was home. NO-l 
I can only imagine how noisy an F-35 would be relative to the existing jets. 

If the planes are located in Idaho, the best location is the Mountain Home Air Force Base. ]GE-12 

Thank you the opportunity to respond. 

Christine Loucks 

1944 BO 

~~~~i~;' ~~~~~ k JUlJ hi JJ From: 
Sent: 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Cc: 

Subject: F-35A EIS Comment 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof: 

I submit this comment concerning the Environmental Impact Statement for the US Air Force F-
35A Joint Strike Fighter jets (F-35 below), as they relate to Boise, Idaho. 

I oppose basing F-35s in Boise, Idaho. The project's potential noise pollution is an ] GE-4 
environmental cost far exceeding purported benefits . NO-I 

Two years ago we moved to the Boise area from Washington, DC. I had lived in National 
Airport's flight path for 48 years . Its airplane 
noise rarely stopped, even at night, and became worse annually . The 
so-called "quiet" jets still were horrible. We savored trips to remote areas without 
constant air traffic. 

I also spent weekends during 2888-81 in Virginia Beach, VA, which is adjacent to a busy naval 
air base. The fighter jets' ear-splitting noise far exceeds the sound levels of commercial 
jets. While the jets usually would fly over the ocean, their takeoffs and landings were 
particularly loud. I would never live permanently in such a disturbing location. 

It is a pleasure to be outdoors in Idaho and seldom hear airplanes , quite contrary to Idaho:::] NO-IS 
Congressman Mike Simpson's claim of overwhelming Idahoan support for F-35s. I live NW of the 
Boise Airport about 18 miles, where we rarely are bothered by air traffic. 
I was skiing last week at Bogus Basin, our local ski area 15 miles north of Boise. As I J 
moved along woodland trails, the only sound I heard was my skis gliding on the snow. It was 
lovely . I hope this quiet continues for a long time. My stress level is its calmest in NO-IS 
Idaho since I was a child. Unfortunately, the valuable soothing effect created by freedom 
from extreme noise pollut i on is hard to quantify i n dollars. 

alternative location for basing F-35A training or operational aircraft. Other identified GE-I 
I urge the Air Force to remove Boise's Air National Guard Base at Gowen Field as an ~ 

sites have superior base facilities and more suitable military air space and ground ranges to 
support the training. 

Caroline Morris 

~ 
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1945 BO Richard G. Rogers and Judy S. Rogers 

 

 

 

1945BO 

March 14, 2012 

David Martin Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 

HQ AETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West Bldg. 901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof: 

The following are my comments on the draft EIS for the F-35A training project. My comments are for 

the Gowen Field Boise, Idaho site. 

The appendices present specific information on several specific areas of concern and then most of the 

information is repeated in the 4 specific site chapters. You could eliminate lOas of pages by referencing 

the information in the appropriate appendix. 

The sound maps are terrible and sufficient detail such as street names need to be included. I could noj 

find my street on the map as the resolution was so poor nothing was comprehendible when I down DO-3 

loaded the map on my computer. 

At the meeting I asked two (2) gentlemen about the accuracy of the sound maps that were generated bY 
a computer program. They could not answer my question and I do not believe that the 65 DB line does 

not have some give or take. Usually this type of sound model has some degree of accuracy please 

provide it and show the expanded and contracted lines on the map. 

seems reasonable. 

Plus or minus 5 or 10 percent 

In your report you suggest the EPA level to protect residents is 65 DB put in fact the EPA is very clear the 

level of 55 DB is necessary to protect public health. Please correct this document. -

NO-4 

With respect to sleep the EPA clearly states that 45 DB is necessary to protect sleep interference. I am] 

light sleeper and being within the 65 DB zone the F-35a landing and taking off will definitely interfere 
NO-3 

with my sleep and I object to being awaken 1 to 4 times per night by these aircraft. Being sleep 

deprived leads to many other health issues which this study fails to address! 

This study does not address impacts to pets mainly dogs and cats. Another short coming as I assure yo~ 
neither will adapt to these loud noises. J BI-5 

A sound map should be provided showing the projected highest anticipated noise levels not just aJ NO-13 
average. 

The sound model needs to be verified with a series of on the ground test Collected sound data ShOU~d 
NO-7 

be collected using sound scientific principles and be reproducible. Model verification is a must! 

1945 BO 

Section BO 2.2.3 identifies 19 specific agency concerns and there is no reply or answers to theSj 

concerns. If there are responses somewhere in the chapter please identify where they can be found NP-3 

after each concern. 

The economic costs for Boise does not include the individual cost of decreased home value nor thj 

annual lost revenue due to decreased property va lues to the city of Boise, the County of Ada and the SO-I 

Boise school District. In all reality you are probably looking at 100 mi llion dollars or more in losses. 

This project will cause hearing losses to some 340 people (+or_) and noise will negatively impact] NO-6 

approximate ly 10,000 residents. I find this totally unacceptable. .J NO-U 

I believe the Boise airport completed a noise study a few years ago why wasn't t his data presented in thiS] NO-7S 

study? It would be nice to see how their informat ion compares to your model please do so. ~ 

The report discusses how land is zoned by using the specific land coding such as AlA BIC which dOeSj 

mean much and shou ld clearly state the land is zoned residential etc. not a bunch of letters to require LU-14 

the reader to look up the code. Please make this change it will add value to th is section. 

This report considers four (4) possib le sites for the initial training for future F35 pilots. It appears to m~ 

that t he Holloman Air Force base is the best site even though the base upgrade cost appears to be more. 

This cost is insignificant (0.0002%) compared to the tri ll ion dollar cost of building all of these F-35's. GE-I 

From an environmenta l impact stand point it appears there are less impacts and t hus this is where t he 

training shou ld occur. 

Looking at t he data presented this training should Never be located at Gowen fie ld Boise, Idaho. :::J GE-4 

Please expla in why a sound wall is necessary to protect those living along the interstate from highwav] NO-20 

noise around 85 DB and nothing is needed to protect these same individuals from the noise of the F-35,j 

Would not this project be considered a 'taking' under environmenta l law to all those impacted some] SO-10 

10,000 people. .J 

In addition I wou ld like to point out that when my subdivision was bu ilt it was issued a conditiona llan~ 
use permit and stated that it was compatible with ot her land uses. I believe your project at Gowen Field LU-15 

violates my condit iona l land use permit and t hus should be eliminated from consideration as a tra ining 

site for F-35's. 

Sincere ly 

Richard G. Rogers and Judy S. Rogers -
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David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
HQ AETC/A&CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 78IS0-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Proposed Action: 

194680 

March 2, 2012 

I attended the public hearing on March 271h and I am writing today to comment on the Draft EIS of 
the proposed sighting of F-3SA aircraft at the Boise Air Guard Station (AGS) in Boise, Idaho. I live 
approximately 1.17 miles nearly due west of the end of the current runway and within the B3 (red) 
scenario of the 6S db DNL contour map. As such I am very aware of all air traffic in and out of that 
Boise facility. The basis for my comments today will primarily be the noise impact being imposed. 

When I purchase my home 12 years ago I made cautious consideration the impact this air field/air 
port would have on my family and our quality of living there if! purchased the property. After an 
informed understanding of what that would be and any occasional variation due to summer training 
we said yes and bought our lovely home where we now reside. Up until now (or the summer of 
2011) we have had no reason to think otherwise. 

As you know the requirements for air traffic in and out of this and most military and commercial air 
ports are governed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FFA) and in this situation Boise City 
(City). They impose rules, regulations and ordnances that govern how air traffic is to operate 
during take-off and landings. Up until now all of the civilian (private), commercial and military 
aircraft have, to our understanding, been complying with those rules and we have not had any 
reason to grumble about the noise issue that activity has in this area. 

As you know if the F-3SA aircraft is sighted here that will change forever. The noise issue will j 
increase dramatically from what currently exists now. It may be the loudest military aircraft that 
has ever made its home here. Being designated asa training base there will be multiple take-offs NO-l 
and landings every day. They wIll use the flIght prIvIleges and flIght patterns now eXltmg (used by 
the I 241h Fighter Wing for the A-IO's) and that will be SOO feet directly over my house. From a 
sensible standpoint my family and I could not endure this bombardment of sound on a daily basis. 

Please don't misunderstand how I fee l about our military neighbors. I am very supportive and 
pleased that we have the most sophisticated and powerful air force in the world and the F-3SA 
aircraft exemplifies that superiority. I am a veteran myself and welcome their presence whenever 
and where they are needed. But we have to be smart in our decision making and to locate the F - J 
3SA, in my opinion; at the Boise AG S is not being good neighbors due to the scope of the mission NO-37 
for them being sighted there. There approach and landmg patterns are not compatIble WIth 
residential living. 

Please let me give you our experience of last summer when the F-ISA's were temporarily broughl 
to the Boise AGS from the Mt. Home Air Force Base (AFB) because their runway was being 
resurfaced. They were here for six weeks and they flew flight patterns as I have discussed already, NO-8 
in the same flight patterns the F-3SA's WIll use If located here. As you know they are a loud 
aircraft. When the F-ISA's would bank over our house (at SOO') engines in up toddle (when takin 
off or landing) pictures on our walls would rattle, china in our china cabinet would clatter and our 

194680 

dogs would howl and bark because the noise either scared them, hurt their ears or both. If! would I
NO

-
8 

be outside, and I'm outside a lot, I would have to put my hands over my ears due to the loudness oLl conl'd 

their roar. That was the F-ISA and as you know the F-3SA is even much louder. Now, you tell mJ, should I be happy about your proposal. In all honesty the answer to that question is an emphatic NO-l 
NO! 

One last objection to the proposed action is that if the Boise AGS is selected there is no doubt my 
property values wi ll decline. I have spent a good portion of my treasure and 12 years so far of my 
life to develop my property from what it was to what it is now. I live in a very desirable 
neighborhood and the location is suburb compared to others not only nearby but anywhere in 
southwest Boise. Shopping, schools, and fire stations are nearby and access to transportation 
corridors are readily available making getting anywhere relatively easy. SO-1 

By introducing the F-3SA's to this area my property will not be as highly desirable making selling i 
more difficult. My wife and I can not sustain such a blow to our net worth since the sale of our 
property is what we are counting on for our care into the future. Although we are both senior 
citizens now our elder years will not be so rosy if our property investment is further compromised. 
Therefore, for these reasons I must object to the sighting of the F-3SA at the Boise AGS. 

Alternative Action: 
I have reviewed the alternative actions being considered. However, there is one that needs to get 
consideration that I don' t believe has gotten much attention. That is, if Idaho is the preferred 
location move the entire operation to Mt. Home AFB. I can see you wanting to choose Idaho, and I 
hope you do, because of the infrastructure already in-place, the ideal weather patterns for year
round training purposes, the terrain available having desirable characteristics similar to real life 
scenarios, live-fire ranges already available with little need to modifY them, and a location that is 
military friend ly and welcoming for their families. My point is you can have all this if based out of 
the Mt. Home air base, not just that of the Boise AGS. 

This would also take the objectionable noise out of a highly residential neighborhood and move it 
out into a barren landscape where little or no issues would arise due to noise impacts. The military 
infrastructure is already in-place at Mt. Home to handle this kind of operation and that community 
has always desired to have more military activity there. It is not that far from the metropolitan area 
of Boise and the Treasure Valley. Many military families travel to Boise all the time to shop and 
my son (air force retired) travels to Mt. Home AFB to take advantage of base privileges. 

Summation: 

GE-12 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to ~o~ment on the F-3SA Training Base Draft EIS. It is mY] GE-12 
desire you reconsider placement of that trammg base at the BOIse AGS and mstead move It to Mt .J 
Home AFB 4S miles away and make your final EIS decisi~n. for it to be at Mt. Home. Please keePl NP-7 
me informed of progress on thIS matter and to the final deCISIon made. .J 

Sincerely 

Mike Austin 
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1947 BO Susan Bistline 

 

1948 BO Dennis Finegan 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~!~~a~:S~~~cn i 1. JJ i J dJ JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A comment 

1947BO 

This is to be included in your decision process for the potential Gowen Field training cente~NP_S 
for the F-35A's. J 
This Valley has become quite urban and has a high volume of air traffic presently. The jNO-S 
current training air traffic is very disruptive. Not only are current noise levels too much, but AM-2 

other air flight is disrupted when the jets are doing maneuvers. 
I strongly oppose the addition of the F-35's to Gowen Field. This training is not compatible-] GE-4 

with this Valley. -.J 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Susan Bistline ... 

1948 BO 

"Fact and Impacts: The F 35-A in Boise" 

I am writing as a recently retired and new resident of Idaho, my wife's home 

state, and Boise. Having spent a forty year career in local government assessment 

and taxation I am familiar with studies and impact statements, facts and figures. 

My career experience continues as I survey the dynamics surrounding my new 

home which is four blocks west of the Boise Airport parking garage. 

My rural upbringing with its emphasis on horse sense melds well with my 

education in Business and economics. My interpretation of the F-35A impact in 

Boise is enhanced by 25 years in an Alaska jurisdiction where the echoes of 737's 

bounced between islands and off mountain walls and where summer float planes 

clawed the sky while screaming for altitude. 

• Sound is carried at the whim of atmospheric conditions. A couple of lines

drawn on a map are a deceptive generality. 

• A better illustration would be to show lines analogous to topographic lines 

which would demonstrate the range and intensity of where the sound will 

travel. This would encompass a far greater portion of Boise and Ada 

County than now shown. 

• Such a map should correlate to the Bell Curve. The center (highest and 

most dense part) of the curve would be the airport compound with the 

most intense sound . As the curve receded it would illustrate the intensity 

of sound as it spread throughout the city/county areas. 

• A second Bell curve would illustrate the frequency of those sounds. The 

two curves would reasonably be correlated. 

• Walking daily thorough my neighborhood which is currently inside the 

projected "Not suitable for residential use" (NSFR use) boundary, I notice 

considerable noise. It extends down to the next bench below the New York 

canal. This noise is at the edge, if not outside of the projected NSFR use 

boundary. -

NO-76 

extend from the projected NSFR use line down to Franklin Road, across LU-16 

• My take on the current map is that an appropriate second boundary woul1 

Vista Avenue and south easterly along Boise Avenue. That area would be 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–619
 

 

 

1949 BO Heather Rodman 

 

194880 

something like "Disturbing for Residential Use." A third boundary would J 
extend from this boundary to the Boise River and would perhaps be labeled LU-16 

"Irritating for Residential Use." From the Boise River to the Foot Hills the conl'd 

designation would be something like "Often Annoying for residential use." 

• In addition to the schools, parks and daycares within the projected NSFR J 
use boundary are offices that employ several hundred people. If this area 

is unsuitable for residential use, how can it be suitable for professional SO-35 

office use? (The same would apply to the "disturbing" and "irritating" and 

"often annoying" designated areas.) 

• Also within the NSFR use area are four freeway interchanges and numerous 

motels and travel facilities. I have noticed that establishments therein host 

many repeat clients. In fact, I was one when I was considering relocating to 
SO-18 

Boise. What would be the impact of repeat customers taking their business 

outside the current jurisdiction or potential customers bypassing the area 

completely? -
• When I arrived in Boise last spring the most mentioned and cited event inl 

Boise was the Shakespeare Festival. If the Shakespeare Festival complex 

and such sites as the Hillcrest Golf Course are affected, the far reaching 

impacts are overwhelmingly omitted . 

LU-3 

• Sunset magazine, March 2012, lists the " Fittest towns of the West." BOise] 

is included in this small and prestigious listing. I wonder how the F-3SA 

echoes bouncing off Table Rock, which is mentioned in the article and NO-36 

which I can see from my living room, will affect this rating. How many 

other locations are at risk? 

It seems to me the F 3S-A scenario would put Boise on a different course; theJ GE-4 
current desirability of Boise will be compromised . 

Dennis Finegan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~Zg~~~~~~e~arcn 14. 1m m 8M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35's in Boise, ID 

1949 BO 

My name is Heather Rodman, and I am a resident of Boise. My address is ....... ~ •• 1 _.IIIIi_IiI. I am writing to you today to give my opinion regarding the stationing of the F-35's at 
Gowen Field. My family and I are against their being stationed in Boise, as most of our lives are ~ 
conducted in an area of town that would be affected by the noise, including my childrens' school , my ~:;~I 
place of work, and our home, as well. We appreciate that you have conducted a computer-generated 
model of the impacts of the noise, but disagree with your basic findings- this town is situated in a I 0-38 
valley, and sound is strongly affected by it. We do not believe that this would be a positive change till N 

our living environment, nor to the quality of our sleep or our property values. Thank you for acceptin91 ~g:~6 
public comment on this matter. ~ SO-I 

Sincerely, 

Heather Rodman --
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1951 BO Frank Wolf 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Stefan Walz 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 3:26 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-353-A Comment from Tucson, Arizona 

Dear David Martin & Kim Fornof, 

1950 TV 

I support the F-3Ss coming to Tucson and hope to see these planes flying overhead soon. I attended all 3 public hearings for thJ Tucson area and was disgusted by the professional protester tactics of the opposit ion. They frequently misquoted not only GE-3 
information from the Air Force's Draft EIS, but from other sources as we ll. 

The public hearings in Tucson were supposed to be a chance for t he public to learn more and speak abou t the Draft EIS, but they 
really became a sound board for naysayers to rant about everything from lack of bottled water at the venue to jet noise. This should 
be a clue to Air Force officia ls t hat this small handful of people are nothing more than complainers-and will continue to complain 
about something whether or not Tucson is selected to house the F-35s. 

The 1620d Fighter Wing is t he 3ih largest employer in Tucson, and the F-35 mission wou ld help to secure their future economic 
impact on the city. This unit has th ird- and fourth-generation Guardsmen and, more importantly, they closely reflect the 
demographics of Tucson. Tucson has been a military town since 1925 when the Davis-Monthan Landing Field was first established. 
The encroachment that has occurred around both D-M and the Air Guard Station at the Tucson International Airport is exactly that 
the buildup around the bases to support t he men and women who serve on the bases. 

I appreciate the fact t hat the Ai r Force went to such great lengths to create the Draft EIS and compile the information to put forthJO 
the public. The general public in Tucson supports the Air Force, the Air National Guard, and especially the 162nd Fighter Wing. To GE-3 
house the F-35 Joint Stri ke Fighter in Tucson wou ld be such an honor. To lose this opportunity because of a few outspoken 
professional protesters wou ld be a travesty. 

Sincerely, 

Stefan Walz 
Tucson Resident 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Fran k Wolf ,~!!!I!I!!I"!I!lI!!I!1!II 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 7:41 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F 35 planes for Boise,ld. 

1951 BO 

The noise problem for t he people isn 't worth the jobs they will bring to Boise . Than k] GE-4 
You ... Frank Wol f 
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1952 BO Carmen French 

 

1953 BO J.L. Cornwell and Nina M. Cornwell 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carmen French 
Wednesday, March 14, 20125:47 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35s in Boise, 10 

To: David Martin and Kim Fornof 
Randolph AFB, TX 

Dear Sir and Madam, 

195280 

I am a resident of Boise, ID and live within the projected impact zone of the proposed F-35 pilot training center housed at 
Gowen Field. 

I say DON'T BRING THE F-35 to my neighborhOO~ GE·4 

Here's why: 
1) This has been an established Residential area for many years. And when it was built, there was never any 
consideration of a future super jet to be housed here. If such a plan (even in the future) was in place, our homes would 
not have been built. Not to mention our several schools, churches and parks. 

2) Having the F-3Ss here would lower my quality of life and diminish my ability to 'pursue happiness' in my own hom~NO-36 
and neighborhoods due to the sound pollution alone. 

3) This project only presumes a $26 million boon to our economy here. But that is an assumption the Air Force cannotj 
make. It is like counting chickens before they are hatched. Where is the information on what it wou ld do to my home 50-1 
value? With a determination of "not suitable for residential living", how would I even be able to sell my home to relocate SO-II 
to a place suitable for living again? Who would be paying me what my home is worth now, not AFTER the F35 was 
brought in? 

4) There are other places more suitable to housing this aircraft. Mountain Home AFB is just a short trip east of Boise. Th~ 
terrain is barren of residential establishments and already has several runways which could be used for the planes (since GE-12 
an additional one would be built even further south of the current strips at the Boise/Gowen site, which would enlarge the 
impact zone even more). 

5) I have children who attend school in the impact zone. I go to church, visit the parks, and live in the impact zone, as d~NO-11 
more than the 13,000 residents the AF EIS claim are in the 'impact zone'. 

6) Mayor Dave Bieter is in support of this project. He doesn't live HERE. Governor Otter--doesn't live HERE, Lt. Governor-
he too doesn't live HERE. It should not be their choice. 

If the Air Force would really like the community to know what we would be getting, then bring those jets here for a weej ' 
run the training missions they would normally run day and night, then let Us, the citizens who would be most GE-2 
det~imentally affected by it, decide if we want it in our front and back yards, in our leisure activities and our worship 
services. 

I honor the military. I have family members who have served in several branches of the military. I fly my flag 365 days a 
year. I love this country. BUT, there are better places for the F-35 than right here in Boise, !D. 

Thank you, 

carmen French 

195380 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 I 
Randolf AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.afmil 

J.L. & Nina M. Cornwell 

We would like to make two comments about the Draft EIS. 

similarly sized aircraft." See page 2-36. The way I read that statement is that the Air Force is SA-12 
First the Draft EIS mentions that the aircraft mishap rate is expected to become comparable Wit:] 

saying they don' t know if the F-35A is a safe airplane. That certainly seems to make sense with 
a new model that has accumulated few flight hours. 

field where both ends are aligned with residential neighborhoods. To this add the fact that many SA-7 

Basing the F-35A at Boise would mean that the airplane would accumulate those flight hours atJ pilots flymg the airplanes Will be tramees and some number of them will have few hours in the 
airplane and you have a recipe for a disaster on the b'found. 

In BO 3.4.2.2 is a statement that "This would not result in any increase in safety associated with 
aircraft mishaps or any increase in the risks of occurance of those mishaps. " The statement is 
simply wrong. Safety performance is reported or calculated in events per 100,000 hours so an 
increase in flight hours does result in an increased risk of a mishap unless there is a zero rate of 
mishaps per flight hour. 

As noted earlier the safety record ofthe F-35A is not yet established, and would be expected to 
be lower at least initially than the well proven A-IO. If only one group of24 F-35A's came to 
Boise the 18 existing A-IO aircraft would remain. The logical result of this would be a more 
than doubled risk ofa mishap involving a military aircraft at Boise even if the F-35A had a 
safety record as good as the A-IO. The safety analysis in the Draft EIS is flawed or misstated. 

SA-I2 

according to the Draft EIS is exactly what Air Force personnel represented it to be at the public NO-I 
meetings in Boise, a very loud airplane. If a full complement of 72 airplanes came to Boise over NO-ll 

Our second comment has to do with the noise that would accompany this aircraft. The F-35A ] 

10,000 residents and more than 10 square miles of area would be subjected to noise at the 65 dB 
DNL. The report states that this would be expected to cause more than 300 individuals to suffer 
hearing loss. 

We have lived under the Boise airport traffic pattern near Maple Grove Road and Targee for 
several years. The current airtraffic is no particular bother and with the exception of the F-15s 
that spent a summer here from Oregon a couple years ago, airplane noise rarely interrupts 
anything but outdoor telephone conversation. This would change drastically if the F-35A was 
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1954 LU Nora Hodges 

 

1953 BO 

based at Boise. I estimate that we occasionally have A-lOs pass directly over our house at less 
!ban 1000 ft. At tbat distance while they are loud they pass quickly and the noise level is not 
uncomfortable. From Table B03.2-1 it appears that tbe F-35A would produce noise levels Of2~ 
to 30 dB greater than the A-I 0 if I interpret tbe data correctly that corresponds to 4 to eight times NO-I 
louder than the A-lOs. The date from that table is also for an airplane nearly a mile away (4700 

F-35A used the Boise airport at altitudes similar to tbe current military and commercial flights I SO-I 
feet) on take off The houses across the street will be "not suitable for residential use" and ifth~ 

suspect that tbe foot print of tbe "not suitable for residential use" will be much larger tban tbe 
simulation indicates. 

mentioned on page 10 of the Executive Summary as addressing how damage claims for noise SO-II 
Missing from tbe Draft EIS down loaded March 12, 2012 is tbe section BO 2.8.4, this is J 
imp[acts would be addressed. On page 3-35 there is mention of a study that estimates property 
could lose 0.5 to 0.6 percent value per dB. That seems to be potentially a huge issue related to 
tbe environmental (noise) impact of basing F-35As at Boise. The Draft EIS is incomplete DO-18 
without some discussion of how claims would be handled and !bat discussion should be open for 
public comment 

some extreme case cause residences to become "not suitable for residential use" it would seem SO-IO 
Where noise levels as a result if voluntary government action reduce the value of property or in ] 

tbat tbe effect of the envlronmentalllllpact IS a taking of tbe property and compensation would 
be required in compliance with the United States Constitution. This should be addressed and thC]NP-34 
publIc should be allowed to comment before the EIS is made finaL 

about 10,000 residents would be tbe effective loss oftbe ability to use and enjoy tbeir homes due SO-13 

Finally, it appears from the Draft EIS that about 2500 jobs, many temporary construction jobs ] 
would result from an F-35A training base at Boise. The result of the F-35A training base for 

to increased noise together with tbe increased risk of an aircraft mishap. Trading 2500 jobs, 
many temporary, tbe long term harm to over 10,000 residents from the environmental impact of 
an F-35A training base seems like a very poor bargain. 

There are plenty areas near Boise a field for tbe F-35A could be built The best scenario would 
be a new joint field to replace the current Boise airport located away from downtown before the 
commercial or military use increases to a point it has to be relocated. Consider what Denver 
went through to move a downtown airport. I'm sure the cost of such a solution would exceed the 
roughly $200,000,000.00 that a training base at the present airport would cost It also could be a 
solid long term investment, have access to all the local and regional military practice ranges and 
would fit well witb the community for decades. To bad this type option isn't considered by the 
Draft EIS rather tban tbe simple minded approach of take one of these or do nothing and train no 
F-35A pilots. 

Thank you for yourCO;i~ ~ 

IS/JL.COrnwel~~~ 
Is/ NinaM. Cornwell 

GE-I 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

TO: David Martin 

Nora 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 2:06 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
No to F-35 at Luke AFB- Please read 

Air Force Contractor 
HQAETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, BLDG 90 1 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150 

From: 

March 14, 2012 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

1954 LV 

I am writing to express my opposition to the F-35 being awarded to Luke AFB in Arizona. I have sever~1 GE-4 

reasons, personal and practical and because of the corruption in this state that has caused the public illusion that 
most people in the Phoenix Metro Area support the F-35. 

First the personal effect on me and my neighborhood west of the Aux I area. When our Sub- division was built 
over 8 years ago it was with no restrictions, and with the full permission of Luke AFB. We have a copy of a 
letter stating so. In fact prior to this, AUX I was even shown as closed on maps. We had no restrictions on 
our property which is zoned R-43, one house per acre. The State of Arizona then decided to put the Accident 
Protection Zone over our area, restricting future building and even repairs to property in this area with no 
compensation for our loss of rights or property value. I can ' t even enclose in my garage or patio, or get a permit 
to rebuild my home if there is a fire. This was all done by the Corrupt Sate of Arizona in the name of saving GE-13 

LUKE from BRACH at the time. Most State Congress men didn't even know what they were voting on as it 
was tacked onto the end ofa "Road Improvement" Bill to sneak it through. We don't mind the F- 16s flying 
over us, we knew they were out here when we built our home, but we had no restrictions and full use of our 
property. There have been a lot of battles over the years on this issue. Our county rep. Max Wilson even 
offered Luke AFB to move to Aux I to undeveloped county land further west of here. From some reason the 
Luke Rep. said they couldn 't move it, even though our then Governor Janet Napol itano told the BRACH 
commission that Arizona had plenty of free a ir space to offer. We have since come to learn that the real reason 
is that several state and national officials are part of a coalition that owns land west of here that is earmarked for 
the future CanaiMex Highway. They want to be able to expand and develop onto what is now vacant County or 
State Land for their financial gain in the future when this highway is expanded. These corrupt officials are 
planning to benefit off the backs of thousands of common land owners in the area of AUX I. If you look at thj 
map in your January 2012 draft, page LU-152 that shows the noise contours, you could see that if the flight path NO·29 

could be straighten out to more of a East- West path it would minimize the impact on several EXISTING 
HOMES on the north west end of the noise contour lines (where we live). I am sure the state, in collusion wi tii'l 
Mr. Rusty Mitchell would not make that change as well as there are plans for several Hi-Density housing I GE-13 
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1955 BO Julie and Joseph L. Metts 
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1956 BO Craig Gehrke 

 

1957 BO Bob and Betty Frisby 

 

195680 

From: 
Sent: 

gehrkefamiIY"!I!II!!!!!!II!!I!!I!I!!I!!I[II!II ••• 
Sunday, March 11 , 20126:15 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow To : 

Subject: F-35s at Gowen Field 

I am opposed to locating F-35s at Gowen Field. 
unaccept able. 

The increase i n aircraft noise over Boise i-;lGE-4 
.=J NO- t 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Elizabeth Frisby 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 12:54 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
a7cp,inbox@us.af.mil 
F-35s at Boise Airport 

To David Martin and Kim Fornof: 

195780 

We live in Boise, in the Sunrise Rim neighborhood, and are members of the Sunrise Rim Neighborhood 
Association. We are strongly opposed to any additional military aviation activity at the Boise Airport. Thi~GE_4 
airport is a regional hub with growing commercial aviation activity, and is very close to the city (about fouU 
miles from the city center). Based on the ElS, the area designated "Not Suitable for Residential Use" would I SO-t 
include the homes of over 10,000 people, including ours. Surely the vast majority of these folks would oppo~ 
this change if asked. Mountain Home AFB is essentially within commuting distance of Boise, and is a muchJ GE- t2 
more suitable location for such activity. 

Bob and Betty Frisby -
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1958 TU Robert E. Lundquist 

 

1959 TU Shante Womack 
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1960 TU Richard and Susan Rodgers 

 

1961 BO Jon and Sue Curd 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Rich Rodgers 
Sunday, March 04, 2012 7:03 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A training mission at Davis Monthan AFB 

Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

1960 TV 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 
1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 
David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Email: 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 
All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 
Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. 
All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of 
private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS 
or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing 
list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the 
distribution list. 
Name: Richard and Susan Rodgers 
Or~lanizalti~~~I~~ Residents of Tucson 
Address:* 
City, State, I 

Comments: i of housing the F-35A Fighter training mission at Davis Monthan AFB. We live ~.n 
the Colonia Solana i which is very near the approach for planes landing at DM. We have lived in this home for GE-IO 
over 28 years. When we first moved in F-4 Phantoms were flying and they were VERY loud. We understand the need to 
train pilots so that our air force will be able to protect and defend our Country. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jon Curd 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 8:49 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A's based in Boise 

196180 

I'm writing to voice our opposition to basing the F-3SA's in Boise at Gowen Field. Even though we totally JGE
support our military and the necessary training required to keep our pilots trained and efficient at piloting the F- 4 

3SA's, we don't believe it is in the best interest of the Boise community or the Air Force to base them at Gowen 
Field. We live over a mile outside the identified impact area (5 mile & Overland). When the F-4's were baSed] 
here in the 1990's we were forced to cover our ears when the jets flew overhead at our home and they would NO-8 

wake us from a sound sleep when they flew in/out at night. The same currently exists when the occasional F-
15's utili ze Gowen Field. The F-35A is much louder than the F-4's and F-15's and would not only cause hearing ] 0 
damage, but significantly impact the quality of life in Boise, which is very highly regarded by the residents ~O~!6 
here. Basing 73 of the F-35A fleet in Boise (a 5-fold increase in the number of aircraft currently stationed at 
Gowen) would result in potential sorties many times an hour, causing noise so detrimental to life in Boise that it] 
would completely overshadow the benefits of increased jobs/employment here in the Treasure Valley. If GE-
Gowen Field was the only option for the F-35A's, that would be different, but there are much more viable I 
options out there for the Air Force. Long live the sound of freedom in America, but let the F-3SA's operate in a 
place much more suitable than Boise, Idaho. Thanks for your consideration, 

Sincerely, Jon & Sue Curd -
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1962 BO Bruce Stettler 

 

1963 TU Sharon A. Lashinger 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bruce Stettler 
Tuesday, March 13, 201211 :16 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
f-3Sa 

1962 no 

As a resident of Boise living with in 2 miles of the airport I am against any further noise encroachment to my home and'l NO-l 
family . I do not sell my well being for so called monetary gains to the Boise area, ~ GE-4 
Bruce Stettler -

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

s lashinger IIII!!~!I!I!I!!!!!I!!II!I!III[IIII'" 
Wednesday, March 14, 201211:4SAM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-3SATrainingEIS 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
HQAETC/A7CPP 
266 F St West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

1963 TV 

Let me be clear in praise of all the Air Force does and means to the Tucson, Az community, Secondly, 
let me just say I never thought I would be writting a NIMBY letter, but I am, I love watching the 
precision of the F-16s as they fly over my house. I enjoy the air show from my back yard but the NNO.I 

35 is LOUD and the whine of the engines is seriously penetrating, I must say that I agree with -.J 
Senator McCain, Luke Air Base is in a much less populated area and Tucson still gets to enjoy the I 
benefits of keeping you close and I can love the F-35's and have them close but not in my back ya~(E-l 
or over my house. 
ps I have talked with my neighbors in the Barrio and we all feel the same way. 

Barrio Centro Neighborhood Association- member 
Owner of 4 properties in the flight path of 2 airports 
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1964 BO Brenda Brill Tornga 

 

1965 BO Don Bradley 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brenda Torngall!l!!lII!!I!!IJII!""'IIIJ!I!!I!!!!!I1 
Monday, March 12, 201211:36 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-3SA Training Environmental Impact Statement Comments 

Name: Brenda Brill Tornga 

Organiza~ti~o~n~1 A~f~fi~I1~ia~t~io:n:::B~o~is~e.c~i~tiz;e~n~ Address: 
City, State, Zip Code: 
Comments: 

1964 BO 

I have lived at my home for 26+years. We have one more year of payments and our house will be paid 
for, We live near the airport and have not had any real problems with noise. But that would change with 
the addition of the F -35As in Boise. 

What really concerns me is the inept evaluation that has been done and labeled as an Environment~NP-I3 
Impact Study. No where in this document did it give a dollar value to the fact that it would designate 3 
6,958 acres as "not suitable for residental use." There are currently roughly more than 10,000 residents SO-I 

in this area. And there is no dollar value associated with this? How can anything ofthis magnitude be 
evaluated without assessing a monetary value to the impacts? 

I am seriously hoping that this has already been decided and that the F-35As are going to the Luke Aj,:JNP_1J 
Force Base in Arizona. I cannot believe that any anaylysis could be so poorly done, especially by the ~ 
government for such a huge project. 

Again, I am totally against have my neighborhood, and basically my city, destroyed by the noise ofthe~GE_ [ 
jets. Looking at the other bases, there are much better places that would have less impact and would b~ 
greeted with greater enthusiasm than here in Boise. 

I am aware that you might be getting some positive comments for our government officials. They are just 
as misinformed or uninformed as those that did the EIS for Gowen Field. They have not yet heard from 
us, but they will. 

Brenda Brill Tornga 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sunday, March 04, 2012 7:33 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow 
F-3SA Training EIS Comments Boise ID 

1965 BO 

Please use th is sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of the EIS, 
please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

HQ AETCfA7CPP 
David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 

Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become part of the official 
record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All written comments 
received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private address information with your 
comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for any other purpose, unless required by law. 
However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information 
will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Don Bradley 

Organization/Affiliation: Boise Resident Airport Area 

Address:' 

City, State, Zip Code: Boise, 10, _ 

Comments: I am against the basing ofF-35A jets at Gowen Field in Boise ID. According to the Federill GE-4 
Government's agency the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) the noise levels of the F-3SA will excede the -, 
"Not Suitable For Residential Use" (NSFRU). Don't you two federal groups talk to each other and respect existi~SO.1 
law? I not only do not want the training center for the F -3SA. I want the F -3SA removed from any involvement ~ GE-4 
basing in Boise, 10. 
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1966 BO Nancy Hernandez 

 

1966 BO Don and Nancy Feeney 
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1967 XX Micah L. Randall 

 

196680 1967 xx 

~~~~~~kA¥d4!!~' 
From: MICAH RANDALL 
Sent: Monday, March 05, 2012 12:22 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35A Training comment 

Dear David Martin, 
My office is within the new proposed impact zone and my home is just outside of that area. I know from hearing curre~ NO-8 
planes take off and land that my home will be impacted by the noise no matter what a report says, I would like to J 
express my disapproval with such a project in a highly populated area with little concern obviously for those who are on NO-57 
the ground. We already have problems enough with the noise levels as planes fly over our office and we have to wait f 
them to pass. I would like to ask for reconsideration in locating this F-3SA Training progra~GE-4 

Sincerely, 

Micah L, Randall 

1 
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1968 TU Arnold and Joyce Simonsen 

 

1969 TU Allan Resnick 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mr . Martin~ 

Monday, March 12, 2012 9:07 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Training Basing 

1968 TV 

I'm writing to tell you I am very favorable towards having the F-3SA training mission here l.jn 
Tucson, AZ . Our city is very much a friendly community to the Air Force. The weather provides 
one of the best flying environments in the country, whic h would enhance safety margins in 
flight. Lots of open space around Tucson provides good flying conditions. Our community is GE-3 
very proud of the 162nd Fighter Wing and would love to see the F-35A here . Please add the 
names of my wife and me to your list of those in favor of the F-3SA in Tucson . We would look 
forward to seeing and hearing the F-3SA in the blue skies over Tucson. 

Our best regards to you in your work for our country J 

Arnol d and Joyce Simonsen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Allan Resnick-'!I!!II!!IJ!!I!!I!III!!!!1!! ..... 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 1 :33 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Training basing in Tucson ,AZ 

1969 TV 

As a resident of Tucson, I wish to express my support for basing the F35A training base at l 
Davis Montham Air Base both because of the positive economic impact it would have on Tucson 
and Southeastern Arizona but also because of Tucson ( and southern Arizona 1 s ) geographic and 
demographic advantages for such mission. The weather, large unpopulated areas of this state, GE-IO 
long standing military presence, significant public support and existing facilities makes 
Tucson ideal for the F35 A. Moreover, does not everyone in the nation have an obligation to 
not only support but welcome our military in the advancement of its mission of protecting our 
country? Do not allow t he relatively few naysayers to dissuade you from making the best 
decision not only for Tucson but for the Air Force . Bring the F35 here ! 
Allan Resnick 
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1970 BO David Baker 

 

1971 BO Jessica Pazdan  

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Clayball32 [cl 
Sunday, March 11, 2012 7:01 PM 
AETCfA7 P Workflow 
F-35A Training Basing EIS COMMENT 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof, 

Name: David Baker 

o rganizatiiio.nJ.A.ffi.,.lia.t.io.n.: .n.o.ne ..... . Address: . 

Comments: 

197080 

I oppose placement of a F-3SA Training base at Gowen field in Boise. I believe that the impacts (primarily I GE-4 
noise) far outweigh the potential economic benefits to the community of Boise. I've lived in a community wi~ 
an air training facility and have experienced first-hand the interruptions to life that air traffic noise can bring. 
My household currently houses 4 (myself, my wife and two kids). I believe that the quality of life for Boise INO-3. 
residents near the airport would decrease significantly and that an urban airport such as Gowen field is not ~NO-37 

suitable location for the F-3SA. 

I live outside of the zone that is estimated to be not suitable for residential use, but not by far. If F-3SA trainiO"gjNO_20 
was established in Boise, would homes within the zone designated as 'not suitable for residential use' qualifvJ 

for noise mitigation measures? Would homes outside of the zone qualify for any noise mitigation? 

David Baker 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attention: 

Jessica Fusek Pazdan 
Tuesday, March 13, 201210:58 PM 
AETCfA7P Workflow; a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Comments on F-35A Jet Draft EIS 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Rando[ph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Hello, 

197180 

I am writing in regard to the draft EIS and the possibility of bringing the F-35Ajets to Boise. Thi-;!NO-8 
issue really caused me concern after the Boise area recently had visiting jets from the Mountain --.J 
Home Air Force Base in February 20 12. The noise from these jets was so loud and disturbing that IlNO_' 

became incredibly concerned about the thought of bringing the F-35 to the Boise area. After doing--.J 
some of my own research, I attended the Air Force information sess ion in Boise on February 28th. 
There were many reasons that people gave for being opposed to this project for the Boise area. I 
agree with all of these reasons, including, but not limited to: 

-Excessive noise and it's effect on the quali ty of life, home values, schools, day cares, Wi[d[ife,].ust NO-I 
to name a few. NO-JO 
-Safety and sharing air space near a metropolitan area with commercial air traffic. ':1~ 
-Noise and the fact that it would make an even larger area of Boise "Not Suitable for Residential BI-5 

Use" per FAA regulations regarding noise levels. SA-I 
-Negative economic impact due to decreased home values and decreased productivity (due to AM-2 
noise). 

Several years ago I moved to Boise after careful consideration regarding quality of life in severa] 
places. This is where I plan to raise my children and see my grandchildren grow up. Although I NO-36 
don't even live very close to the airport this issue and the noise have and will have a negative affect 
on me. It causes me great concern that Boise was ever even considered as a locat ion for the F-35AJ 
jets. It seems to me that Mountain Home Air Force Base would make a lot more sense . GE-12 

Finally, if this is truly something that the Air Force is concerned about receiving feedback on then] 
highly recommend that the F-35 be brought to the Boise area for a trial run. This would g ive GE-2 
people the opportunity to hear the jets and determine for themselves if this is really something that 
we can live with . 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Best regards, 

Jessica Pazdan 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–633
 

1972 BO Caralea Hopingardner 

 

1973 BO Elaine Sturm 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Cj Hopingardner 
Salurday, March 03, 2012 3:13 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments on Draft EIS for F-3SA Training Base at Gowen Field 

1972 BO 

After reviewing the U.S. Air Force draft EIS regarding a proposed F-3SA Aircraft Training Base at Gowen Field in BOise~NO-36 
Idaho, I am extremely worried about how much the quality of life for those who live in Idaho wi ll suffer. In addition to the NO-I 
noise pollution issues which are extremely significant, I am also very concerned about the pollution and air quality issues AQ-l 
that will affect all of Ada County and parts of our wi lderness areas. 

Certain scenarios in the draft EIS (which are using 2009 estimated numbers and don't reflect true current conditions) j 3 
increase emissions of air pollutants up to and sometimes exceeding Ada County 's current PSD and conformity threshold Q-
established by NAAQS. In the Treasure Valley we already have issues with air quality (intensified by wild fires in the Q-IO 
summer and inversions in the winter) that we work very hard to control. The addition of the F-35A training base would 
only exacerbate and accelerate the problems. 

The draft EIS states, "For Boise AGS, the main effect of climate change to consider is increased temperatures ... Thisg 
report predicts that in the future , higher temperatures in the northwest region (1) will increase droughts and wi ldfires and AQ-18 
(2) will reduce springtime snow packs, summer stream flows, and water supplies." This is not what Idaho needs. 

In addition, the projected F-35A training routes and areas "are either in close proximity to or overlie pristine Class I area~, 
including the (1) Jarbidge IMlderness Area, (2) Sawtooth Wilderness Area, (3) Hells Canyon IMlderness Area, and (4) 
Selway-Bitteroot Wilderness Area. " The people of Idaho love and truly enjoy our wilderness areas and they are 
considered an important part of the Idaho way of life. When I'm camping in the Sawtooths or rafting in Hells Canyon, the Q-IO 
last thing I want to see when I look up is "brown-colored haze" or ~ plume blight." I'd rather see an eagle flying in the clea 
blue sky or and millions of stars late at night. The draft EIS states the visibility impairment would only occur during the 
colder months of the year (winter) and in the warmer months of the year (summer) and considers these "inconsequential 
air quality impacts." I find their depiction of visibility impairment in our wilderness areas very consequential and 
unacceptable. 

There does not appear to be adequate information, if any, in the draft EIS as to how the Air Force would attempt 1OlAQ_,9 
mitigate these occurrences. It just states "Additional measures would be needed to mitigate these occurrences."~ 

Therefore, I respectfully submit that Boise's Gowen Field is not a suitable location for an F-35A training base and, ~GE-4 
such, should be removed altogether from the list of prospective sites. 

Sincerely, 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Elaine Sturm 
Tuesday, March 13, 201211:09 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
comments 

1973 BO 

I pray for daily and support our military and understand the necessities of good training. 
However, if there is any other site that is more remote to use the training for F-35A pilots IfE-t 
would greatly appreciate that. We cannot just pick up and leave our home because of noise, such 
as the many barking dogs that are in close proximity to our home. Adding more noise will onlJ add more daily stress to my retired law enforcement husband who suffers many disabilities NO-58 

from his former occupation. I love seeing our jets and hearing the engines is comforting, but 
adding to it would most definitely affect our health. 
Thanks for listening. 
Elaine Sturm 
Meridian, Idaho 
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1974 TU Corbett Sponcel 

 

1975 TU Carl O'Kelley Jr. 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Corbett Sponcell!l!!lll!!lJ"''''IIJ!!!''' 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 10:06 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Draft EIS 

- Tucson, and the greater Southern Arizona community, wholeheartedly supports the basing of F-35 
aircraft at Tucson International Airport . The next-generation fighter technology this aircraft represents 
not only guarantees a stronger, more capable fighting force for our Nation's defense, and the best 
equipment for our servicemembers, it represents the future of our region 's aerospace defense i 

1974 TV 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Carl O'Kelley .I!!I!"'!! •• !I!!~. 
Sunday, March 11 , 201212:38 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Do not bring F-35s to Tucson 

1975 TV 

We have experienced the sonic force of F-16s at distances of over a mile, and it amounts to physical injury of humari'l NO-8 
ears, not merely "noise". The more powerful F-35s will be even more harmful. -.J NO-I 

Do not bring F-35s to TucsonJGE-4 

carl O'Kelley Jr. 
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1976 BO Kathallene & Quinten Homer 

 

1977 TU Quintin Ortiz 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Quinten Homer 
Tuesday, March 13, 201212:24 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
DEIS 

To Whom It May Concern: 

197680 

We are very concerned by the fact that our lives could be so negatively impacted if the F- -,NO-36 
35's were allowed to come into Boise. It is difficult to understand the necessity of havin~NO-37 
flight patterns over the populated area when there is so much desert land between Boise and -, 
Mountain Home. We are sure that the fly-overs in the desert area would not have the negativ~ GE-12 
impact that it wil l if the fly-overs are over populated areas as now proposed. We hope YO~GE-I 
will accept our input to use other areas rat her than Boise. 

Kathallene & Quinten Homer 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

MARTHA ORTIZ Owner 
Wednesday, March 14, 20127:21 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

Draft EIS comment submittal 

1977 TV 

I belive this draft EIS inadequately addresses public concerns. The use of statistical averages doesn't provide -
useful information regarding actual ground level decibel readings or disruptions experienced by residents. Nor NP-13 
does it account for the many factors which can increase noise levels to potentially harmful levels, such as; NO-50 
weather conditions, surrounding structures and terrain, presence of multiple aircraft, use of afterburners, or pilot NO-38 
error or contingencies. Increased duration and long tenn exposure to noise are also factors which contribute to NO-39 
hearing loss and children and infants have a greater physiologically vulnerabi lity to this. Without further ~~~6 
evidence, I'm not reassured by the statement that this risk is not "considered to be significant" (p. 71). NO-3 
Noise induced physiological stress and sleep disturbances are not adequately accounted for. For example, man 

Tucson residents rely on evaporative cooling and cannot keep windows closed for many months of the year (p. 
71). -
There is no mention of the dangers to drivers, pedestrians or outdoor workers who cannot hear audible warnin!]SA_23 

signals such as sirens, crossing signals, heavy equipment or approaching traffic. EJ 

Increased duration of disruptions to personal, business or classroom communications are not addressed. Nor i~ S~-~ 
the potential economic deficit from decreased tourism and student enrollment or discouraged business or --.J SO-18 
residential influx (p, 59), 
The draft contains little exploration of risk for structural damage or loss of property values (p. 79), or the ~NO-12 
inherent dangers of largely untested, single engine (no backup in case of engine failure) jets flown by "english SO-I 
a~ a se~ond language:' trainees over a p~pulous area: It doe~ suggest t~at this ri sk wi ll. improve with increa~ed :~~:~ 
fli ght tIme and expen ence (p, 58), but smce new tramees will be contmually brought m, I don't see how thiS 
mitigates the situation. 
Basically, I feel this draft study fails to provide a real picture of the ramifications of the basing proposal f0i'lNP_29 

residents to make informed decisions about it and I believe, if implemented, it may open the door to many ~ 
expensive lawsuits which taxpayers can ill afford. 
I understand the importance of the Air Force in our democracy. My father and grandfather both served 

honorably as AF servicemen. But I have to agree with the many retired AF officers as well as health experts a~GE_1 
business owners who feel this plan is unfeasible for a city like Tucson, especially since there are many --.J 
reasonable alternatives available. 
Thank you, 
Quintin Ortiz -
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1978 BO Richard Schoonveld 

 

1979 TU Daniel Regier 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Richard Schoonveld ""!!II"'" •••• 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 9:52 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Draft EIS - Boise ! Gowen Field 

197880 

I am shocked that Boise is being considered as a base for the F-35 training mission. My family has lived bY ~GE- 1 
base with several squadrons ofF-1 6's and we know what it is going to be like if Boise gets chosen. The noise NO-I 
will impact everyone in the valley, pollution will ri se, housing values will decrease, people will move, and we SO-I 
may get a few jobs. 

What I hope is that the Air Force knows better than to listen to our politicians in Idaho who want this training 
mission in Boise. How does it make sense to retrofit Gowen fie ld at an expense of at least $ 167 million When

J there are already suitable bases with the exact same training mi ss ion for the jets the F-35 is going to replace? 00-20 

The F-3 5 is already projected to be way over budget, doesn't it make sense that one of the cost saving measures 
would be to base the training miss ion at the least expensive s ite? 

In the end I am one of the residents who will live in the "Vnsuilable for Res idential Use" and w ill not take th!ilso-I 
lightly. I will not let my house lose 17-24% of its value without a fi ght. Base the training mission at Luk~GE_1 
AFB, let that base continue to serve this country by providing the best fighter pilots in the world. 

Richard Schoon veld 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Daniel Regier 
Tuesday, March 13, 201211 :11 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Concern over F-35s in Tucson 

Dear David Martin and Kim Forno f 

I wish to express my grave concern over the possibility of the F-35 fi ghter coming to Tucson. 

1979 TV 

First, I am concerned about safety. We live not far from the site of the 1978 fi ghter crash and I have no desir~SA_ 1 
for our lives, our home, or our neighbors to fall victim to another "equipment failure". With such a short safe~ 
record, I am astonished that the craft is being considered for such a populated area. 

Second, I am concerned about noise. We, near Davis Montham, recently endured the yearly air show trainin~ 
week. For us, that week is marked by deafening noise that interrupts conversation, phone calls, presentations, NO-I 
radio and television, etc. To know that even louder planes could be fl ying over our c ity disheartens me. 

Third, I am concerned about property values. Tucson has seen a depressed real estate market even as the rest OJ 
the COUnlry has begun to recover. And yet, I fear that a loud and unproven j et overhead will only make things 
worse for the housing market. If g iven the choice between living in a city with the F-35s fl ying overhead or a SOot 

city withoulthe F-35s, I would never choose to subject myselflo the safety or no ise concerns, I very much 
doubt thai anyone e lse would, either, which begs the quesl ion: Ifmy wife and I ever choose to leave our 
ne ighborhood or this city, will our home price be negatively impacted by the F-35? Would you buy our home i 
you knew F-35s would be overhead? 

Fourth, I am concerned that a decision to bring F-35s to Tucson will most positive ly impacl the rich (which I ~ 
have no problem wilh), bUI most negatively impact the poor (wilh which I have a huge problem). From what I 
have read, the people most in favor for the F-35 are those who live the furthest from it. From my work, I know EJ-4 

that those in Ihe immediate approach near Tucson Inte rnational A irport tend to be some of the poorest 
neighborhoods in town. If this decision is to be one of conscience and not just one o f contracts, the decision 
would be made by those who stand to lose the most, not by those who stand to gain the most. 
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1980 TU Sky Crosby 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 

Sky Crosby 
Thursday, March 15, 201212:08 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments Re: the F-35 Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement Tucson 

Comments regarding the F-35 Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement 
by William Crosby J Tucson Home Owner 

Considering the basing of the F-3SA at Tucson International Air Guard Station (TIA) 

1980 TU 

The TIA DE IS does not include Davis -Monthan Air Force Base (DM) as an operational location 
in addition to TIA. 

The F3SA DE IS fails to recognize the cumulative impact of operating in the air spaces of bOJh 
TIA and DM, affecting a much larger number of people than the eight thousand estimated in the 
TIA OEIS. . NO-59 

If the F-35 were to beddown at TIA, they would have to fly in and out of DM to access live 
ordinance} therefore impacting the OM flight corridor IN ADDITION TO the TIA corridor 

The DEIS falls short of addressing the concerns of Tucson residents who have submitted J 
testimony for years to the Tucson City Council and Davis-Monthan AFB (DM) regarding noise and 0-37 
safety concerns about the over-flights of the city by military aircraft, whether people are 
living or working directly under the flight path, or elsewhere in residential central Tucson. 

It is unfortunate that the city and DM have developed in a manner which now places the main 
runway on the border of residential neighborhoods in the city) and in a direction over the 
central city. 
Nevertheless, this is the situation and we are trying to address the concerns and suffering 
of those affected. 

I have serious concerns for the health and well being of those living and working around D~NO-fi 
and the Air National Guard at Tucson International Airport (TI A). 

Since the late 1970s when there was a moderate program of fighter aircraft, mainly A-10s -
which were chosen to beddown here for their low-noise impact, (which was acceptable to most 
peopl e concerned with the noise). But more recently use of much louder aircraft and the 
extended duration of the Snow Bird Program has increased the noise to excessive levels. 

The Military/Community Relations Committee (MCRC) 21304 in response to the JlUS Joint land Use 
Study, and The Military/Community Compatibility Committee (MC3) met for several years NO-8 
attempting to address the concerns of all parties. DM eventually offered to fly see feet 
higher in the landing and practice patterns over the city, and to reroute helicopter traffic 
over the railroad lines. This seemed to address the noise problem, but the newer type planes 
used now are up to four times louder and not always flying higher, and the net effect is the 
~~~~e~~~ of these planes overall is a much louder experience, with little meaningful action_ 

Planes approaching TIA and DM in a landing pattern often use short bursts of power to j 
maintain altitude. Spikes of extreme noise can occur well above normal or safe levels. It's NO-6 
the spikes as well as the sustained levels which can be dangerous to our health 

There is no way to protect everyone from F-35 noise around TIA and OM .. 

1980 TU 

The soundproofing for houses near DM that has already been done will not be able to attenuate 
the noise from the F-3S. 

As a sound recordist, I am aware that the force of sound can change dramatically relative to 
the architectural configuration of any given space. Temperature, humidity and other 
environmental conditions can concentrate sound to extreme levels. In the 196es experiments 
demonstrated that a sound laser could shatter a wooden chair into splinters at ten feet. 

long Term Annoyance and 'PerSIstent NOIse AnXIety': 
The emotIonal toll from nOIse dIsturbance can be long term, WIth serIOUS effects on the ~ 
wellbeIng of people affected. I personally suffer from what I have recognIzed over the years 
as ' persIstent noise anxIety ' , WhIch IS recognIzed by the mIlItary In: 0-6 

The OPERATIONAL NOISE MANUAL: 
An OrIentatIon for Department of Defense FaCIlities November 2e0S U.S. Army Center for Health 
PromotIon and PreventIve MedICIne (USACHPPM) to be found at 
http://www.stoptheplanes.com/DoDNolseManauIFinaIREV . pdf 

2 . 2.2 . 4 Adding the Onset Rate Penalty: 
"In recommending the DNl (Day-Night Average Sound l evel) for general use, the EPA also -
recommended that environmental planners use the 36S 
day, annual average DNl . For people living along flight routes, the 
annual average DNl underestimated their annoyance. For this reason, USAF developed a special 
version for assessing noise in flight routes called the lDNmr that adds penalties for the NO-50 
sudden increase in noise 
(onset) and sporadic nature of the sounds. The "m" in lDNmr is used to define the 
intermittent nature of aircraft operations along routes and in ranges (usually averaged over 
a month l y period) and it accounts for the normal time it takes for people to build up long
term annoyance. The "r" accounts for the added annoyance from the "surprise factor" of the 
high on set rates. " -

Cumulative impacts of multiple stress factors can trigger physical and mental stress, and je 
a serious challenge to wellbeing : O-fi 
1. long-term multiple event annoyance 0-3 
2. being awakened from normal sleep, not getting enough sleep. Fatigue bUIldup 3. concern fo BI·5 
the health and wellbeing of one's self, their family and pets 4. concern for student [.1-2 
attention and learning abilities S. concern for declining property values, worry about the SO-] 
future value 6. concern about the possibility of an extreme sound event 7. an extreme sound 
event 

There is no way to mitigate multiple stress factors, and address the long term threat toJNO-fi 

~~:~~e~~:l!~d ~~:1t~~s~t stake are many aspects of the quality of life for Tucson workers'~NO_3fi 

Passengers arriving at TIA are often exposed to surprisingly loud noise in the terminals frOj 
F- 16s operating on the airport runways which could affect their desire to return here, SO·, 
impacting the local economy. 

It is irresponsible to consider basing the F-3S anywhere in or near the met r opolitan areas ~GE'] 
the city of Tucson. 
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1981 BO Douglas W. Terry 

 

1982 BO Rich Kaylor 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Doug Terry (dterry) 
Wednesday, March 14, 20129:49 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments on F-35A in Boise 

My name is Douglas W. Terry, my address is , my email is •••••••• 
like to voice my approval of the plan to bring the F35A program to Boise. 

Thank you, 
Douglas W. Terry 

1981 BO 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
AUachments: 

Rich Kaylorlll!l .... 1I[IIIII1IIIII1IIII!1!I!! 
Wednesday, March 14, 2012 9:07 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Don't base the F-34A Fighter Planes at Gowen Field 
Letter to Editordoc 

Don' t base the F-34A Fighter Planes at Gowen Fiel:;O GE-4 

F-35As THEY'RE BACK!! 

1982 BO 

Or, at least people are back trying to force us to believe that basing 72 F-35A Aircraft at Gowen Field is a good 
idea. 

Below are some quotes from the F-35A Training Basing Environmental Impact Statement - Draft Executive 

Summary http://www.f-35atra iningeis.com 

"Residential use as incompatible with annual noise levels above 65 dB DNL" "Population Affected - 10, 119." 

"Between I and 2 schools would be affected by noise levels >65 dB DNL" 

"Between 3 and 13 child care centers would be affected by noi se levels >65 dB DNL" 

"Noise generated by F-35A fli ght operations has the potential to adversely impact properry values for those 
properties and residents newly exposed to noise levels >65 dB DNL." 

"Increased numbers of overflights would increase the potential for recreational participants to experience the 
noise and startle effects from training aircraft." 

"Sleep Disturbance: Cumulative average percentage of persons awakened at least once per night among all 
locations studied with windows closed would increase by 31 %." 

"Potential Hearing Loss: Off-installation/airport residents affected by noise levels at which the risk of hearing 
loss in considered to be significant would increase from 0 to 3 13" 

"Quantities of hazardous materials and wastes would increase." 

Attend a public meeting: Friday February 27th from 5 ti ll 8 at the Capital City Veterans of Foreign Wars Post 
63 , 8931 W. Ardene St, Boise, or Saturday February 28th from 5 till 8 at the Boise Hotel and Conference Center 
at 3300 Vista, Boise. 

Email commentsbyMarch14.2012toaetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Learn more at http://www.saveourvalieynow.org See a map of property "Not Suitable For Residential Use" 

and schools affected. 

Visit http://boiseguardian .com/2012/01 /22/draft-environmental-statement-paints-dark-picture-for-f-35-fighters

in-boisel 
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1983 BO Mrs Yvonne Schmidt 

 

1984 BO Kevin Merrell 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Yvonne Schmidt 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 7:53 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 

1983 BO 

Subject: Comment regarding future training center at Gowen Field of the 72 -F-35A fighter jets 

[ am a resident of Ada County on the South Cole and Desert Street inte rsection. I have concerns about the 72-
F-35 fi ghter j ets coming to Boise's Gowen Fie ld. Below [ have outlined my concerns: 

1. Residential use is incompatible with the no ise levels effecting 10,119 person~NO_1I 

2. Noise generated by the 72 F-35A fi ghte r j ets have greate r than 65 db DNL and could create hearing los-;J~~;6 
from to 0 to 3 13. There would be at least 13 child care centers effected. ::J 

3. The homes of 10,119 persons would be classified as unsuitable for residentia l useJSO-t 

4. With night tra ining - consider the "Sleep Disturbance" i ssu~ NO-3 

5. Quantities o f hazardous materia ls and waste would increas~Hw-1 

Please add my name to the Opposition of the future training cente r at Gowen Fie l<!JGE-4 

Thank you, 

Mrs Yvonne Schmidt 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kevin Merrell 
Tuesday, March 13, 201211:49 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comment on the F-35A DEIS 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 90 I 
Randolph AFB, TX 781 50-4319 

Gentlemen, 

Noise 

1984 BO 

The main concern c itizens of Boise have with the F-35 is its remarkable noise- twice as loud as the F-1 5 and F"lNO_1 
16 on takeoff and four times as loud on landing. The F-35 is eight times as loud as the A-lOs currently stationectJ 
at Gowen Field. There is no way to effectively separate Boise from the effects of these powerful aircraft. From JNO-37 
a human standpoint aircraft this loud are better suited to the wide open spaces surrounding air bases. 

Chemical pollutants 
Another concern is the tons of pollutants the F-35s would dump into our atmosphere-this in a va lley where ~ 
winter inversions even without the F-35s leave our air quality close to the danger level where we incur penalties AQ-I 

from the federal government. Where noise pollution is more localized, air pollutants tend to disperse across the 
entire valley. 

Excessive number of flights 
A related concern is the number of sorties the F-35 training base would involve- I 4,000 per year or 50 per da~, 
including some at night and some using afterburners. Psychologists tell us that the level of stress we experience NO-6 

has to do with how often we' re exposed to the stressors. Fi fty sorties per day would leave home bound citizens 
with nowhere to escape the thunder of the jets. 

Negative impacts ignored 
In his expert report on the F-35 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, economist, Dr. Kevin E. Cahill , ~ 
criticized the DElS for assuming no negative impacts from bringing 72 F-35s to the Boise airport. Unintended SO-13 

consequences are a part of life. There is a real possibility that the F-35 would negatively impact our communi ty 
and the DEIS egregious ly ignores that reality. 

Home values and property taxes negatively impacted 
Studies by economist, Timothy Hogan, PhD, found that the value of homes in Tuscon, Arizona beneath the F~ 
35 fli ght path would be depressed an average of25% with some as high as 40%. Dr. Hogan calculated that the SOot 
cumulative impact on the community of EI Mirage which lies entirely in the flight path would be $200 million 50-31 

in lost taxes and lost future development as businesses left the area and new businesses avoided the area. There 
is no need for a progressive communi ty like Boise to go down a similar path of self destruction. 

Unsubstantiated positive impacts 
Proponents of bringing the F-35 to Boise are quick to trumpet the potential benefit of the construction jobs 1 
needed to prepare Gowen Field for 72 new j ets. They point to the potential ripple effect on the local economy o f 50-13 

72 pilots, their trainers, their mechanics and their families all purchasing goods and services in Boise. The 
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1985 TU Lee Stanfield 
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1985 TV 

Tucson, esp. midtown tucson. J CM-3 
cont'd 

This DEIS does not address the cumulative effects that NEPA -
law requires it to address. For instance, it does not address the 
fact that TlA already has a large noise impact which will CM-2 
become worse in the future, due to its own plans for 
expansion. What will the effects be of adding the F-35 to that 
already existing and proposed future noise? _ 

This DEIS ignores the fact that urban encroachment will 
increasingly impact TlA operations in the future, and will 
increasingly restrict flight operations of the F-35s. 

-

00-42 
It does not address the limitations upon the training of pilots 
who would fly into and out of TlA, surrounded by urban 
development. There will be restrictions on hours of operation, 
flight paths, power settings at takeoff and landing, the number 
of operations permitted per year, etc. Thus the pilots' training 
will suffer. -

-
It does not address the negative impacts of the F-35s on 
Tucson's economy. It admits that the construction jobs it 
would create would be temporary, and yet it does not mention 
the impact on our number one industry here .... 
tourism!hospitality (which brings $1.4 billion into our 
economy annually). The presence of numerous loud aircraft in 
our skies will definitely have a negative effect on those who 
come here specifically for our peaceful, quiet, desert 
atmosphere. Has any measurement been done on how many 
tourists and winter-only "snowbird" residents will stop coming 
here if the F-35 is based here? -

50-7 

have much more of an outdoor lifestyle than most LU-3 
It does not take into account the fact that Tucson residents ] 

communities, and how the F-35 basing plan will affect that. 

It does not analyze the impact of noise created when 2 or mori"lNo_39 
F-35s fly in formation or in close proximity. ~ 

:2.. 

1985 TV 

It does not address the impacts of the F-35 noise & risks wheiflNo_59 
they fly from TlA into DM to pick up live ordinance. ~ 

This DEIS mentions the "surprise effect" of noise on J 
individuals, but then completely ignores it by using a totally 
inappropriate method of measuring the noise on the ground. It NO-50 
describes decibel levels in terms of a broad average 
encompassing 24 hours a day (including all quiet time) for an 
entire year. 

It uses computer simulations to determine the expected nOise] 
impact on Tucson residents. These models yield theoretical NO-4 
numbers that are lower than the actual decibel levels of the 
real F-35 aircraft. 

In fact, it has now issued an amendment to its noise data ~ 
without any explanation as to why it first stated the F-35 A NO-21 
would be 4 tIme louder than the F-46 C, but now says it will be 
only twice as loud. How so? 

This DEIS states that basing 24 or 48 F-35s here is not ~ 
economically feasible, yet it uses these numbers as supposed 00-9 
"alternatives" for the TlA basing. 

It fails to consi~er alternative sites that are close to Tucson, ~ 
and very accessIble to the Barry Goldwater Range .... sites such 00-32 
as Gila Bend, Pinal, Libby, and others located in much less 
densely populated areas than Tucson (a city of 1 Million). 

Requ~sts for d~monstrative fly-overs have been made by sen.l 
McCam, Rep. GIffords, and an Az. Daily Star editorial, yet the 
Air Force still refuses to conduct them. If the noise is so GE-2 
"insignificant" then why the refusal to Simply do 
demonstration flyovers for about 3 days? 

It states that bringing 72 F-35s to TlA will result in bringing J 
8,127 ~ew r~siden~s into the zone. designated to be "unsuitable 50-1 
for reSIdentIal use, and also adrmts that this action will affect 
a higher percentage of low income and minorities in Tucson, in 1&1-4 
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1985 TU 

comparison to the basing plans for other sites being 
considered. Since this is discriminatory, and not acceptable 
under NEPA, why is Tucson still being considered? J EJ·4 

cont'd 

At 122 db the human ear can be exposed for only 4 seconds J 
cumulatively in 24 hours before permanent hearing damage 
occurs. Yet, the AF-sponsored comparative measures of the F- NO-48 
35 vs the F-16 show that the F-35 reaches 121 to 123 db (as 
measured in the Elgin £IS and by the AF /Lockheed). 

What will be the effects on the workers at the TlA InternationaC!No-44 
area? 

TlA and DM are less than the required 5 miles apart. What 
consideration is being given to this? 

What is the health inpact of the JP-8 fuel when fuel and 
exhaust are inaled (JP-8 fuel is a know carcinogen)? 

]SA-9 

Will the 40,000 lbs of thrust power, damage TlA structures, 
local homes, schools, & other public buildings? 

This DEIS does not address the fact that the Arizona Revised l 
Statutes places substantial legal restrictions on the properties LU-11 

within the 65 db contours. How will the residents in these 
areas be fairly compensated, when the D£IS does not even 
address the dollar amounts of their losses? 

"unsuitable for residential use" how will they be fairly SO-I 
For those residents living in areas that will have to be declared] 

compensated for the loss of the safe use of their homes and SO-l1 
the subsequent inability to sell them? 

The EPA has identified a DNL of 55 db and below, as being ] 
protective of public health and welfare. Yet this D£IS does not NO-4 
even provide 55 db contours, and completely ignores 
neighborhoods that fall between 55 & 65 db DNL. 

It does not adequately address the impact of the F-35 noise on l EJ-I 

't, 

1985 TU 

students. The DOD "Operational Noise Manual" states that j 
American National Standards Institute recommends a limit of 
35 db for school children. So what about schools of all sorts ~O~~~d 
(and residents with students) that are located in a zone 
receiving over 35 db. In this DEIS, every school assessed is 
expected to experience noise above 50 db. 

How many schools, day care centers, churches, & other Places]NO_5 
where people meet and greet, would be affected by the F-35s? 

No Spanish language notices regarding this D£IS went out to ] 
the large Hispanic group of residents living near TlA. EJ-5 

What will be the impact of these jets on local wildlife, such as l 
the pronghorn? BI-5 

What will be the impact of these jets on animals in the zoo? 
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1986 BO O. E. McDaniel 

 

1987 TU John Duchnowski 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

TO: 

Wednesday, March 14, 20121 :17 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comments re: Impact of Proposed F-35A Training Base in Boise, 10 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

FROM: 

O. E. McDaniel -

198680 

RE: Impact of proposed F·35A Training Base on local neighborhoods adjacent to the Boise Airport/Gowen Field 
complex in Boise, 10. 

I own a home at which falls within the area of possible impact named above. I purchased my ~ 
home in May of 1981 and intend to live in it until my last breath. Therefore, along wi th other members of the Sunrise Rim GE-4 
Neighborhood Association, I am opposed to the severe impact that wou ld be created by the installation of a training base 
for F-35A aircraft. This impact would negatively and appreciably affect noise and pollution levels, property values and J NO-1 
near, intermediate and long.-term economic considerations [both residential and business}. It would also significantly AQ-I 
lower the quality of city services, such as the education of our area's youth . 50-1 

SO-IS 
These items and more would surely be grossly affected if the F-35A training base were to become an unfortunate reality EJ-2 
here in south Boise. Therefore, please do NOT consider th is area appropriate for such an installation. Rather, place tIiel

GE
_
1 

installation in an area where local inhabitants [e.g. deer and antelope} can easily migrate if they so choose. .J 
Respectively submitted, 

o . E. McDaniel 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
AUachments: 

Dear David Martin, 

John Duchnowski 
Wednesday, March 14, 20124:46 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
comments on Draft EIS for basing F-35's at Tucson AGS 
Tucson_AGSJ35_DEIS_Comments_and_opposition.pdf 

1987 TV 

Please find in the attached PDF file my comments on the Draft EIS for basing F-35's at Tucson A GS. Thank 
you for your important work. 

Sincerely, 
John Duchnowski 
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David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 
HA AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

Re: DEIS comments and objection to basing F-35 at Tucson AGS and TIA 

Dear David Martin , 

1987 TV 

This letter is to provide my comments on the DEIS and inform you of my stronglGE_4 
objection to basing of the F-35 JOint Strike Fighters at Tucson AGS and Tucsor!J 
International Airport. The Tucson metropolitan area is home to approximately on6] 
million people and in my opinion it is not suitable for basing an extremely loud, -.J NO-37 
dangerous, and untested jet fighter. 

You have probably already received many complaints about the inadequacies of the 
current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for basing the F-35's at Tucson AGS. It i

J my opinion that the DEIS does not provide enough information to the public and NP-29 
certainly not enough information for the Air Force to make an intelligent decision . I will 
not repeat all of them here, but will concentrate on the following : 

Noise ] 
The F-35 is purported to be four times louder than the F-16's currently operating at TIA. NO-I 
The noise levels quoted appear to be day and night time averages, which are very :l NO-50 
misleading and as such peak nOise levels should be presented and compared to curren!J 
aircraft. 

1. The noise levels presented in the DEIS were based on simulations. We all know l 
that simulations can be very inaccurate. They should be based on actual data NO-7 
collected by F-35's flying in common formations over and at various locations in GE-2 
Tucson and Pima county. The public should be allowed to hear for themselves 
what a formation of F-35's will sound like as they fly over their homes and 
businesses before any approval is made. 

2. What are the peak noise levels and what psychological and physical effects will ] NO-13 
these have on humans and other animals? ~~~6 

3. What are the peak noise levels when the jets fly in groups like they most likely ] NO-30 
will? What will be the effect of those increased noise levels? 

4. The DEIS deals only with flights in the vicinity of TIA. What will be the effects of ] 
flights and noise along all flight paths even those more distant from TIA in both NO-40 
Tucson and Pima county 

5. One TIA flight path passes over the JW Marriott Starr Pass Luxury Resort. This ] 
world-class resort boasts being in a "Healing desert ... a nurturing and tranquil 50-7 
environment". What will the noise and pollution effects be on thiS and other 
resorts , bed and breakfasts, health/therapy based businesses and other 
businesses that depend on eco-tourism? 

6. What will be the effects of additional noise and pollution on the Federally ~ 81-6 
Endangered Cactus Ferruginous Pygmy-Owl which lives in protected areas 
under some of the current flight paths, such as the Tucson Mountains? 

1987 TV 

7. What are the cumulative effects of the noise and pollution from these planes an] 
additional planes added to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson International CM-3 
Airport, and Operation Snowbird? It should be noted that Operation Snowbird IS 
currently undergoing an Environmental Assessment, especially since Operation 
Snowbird is being used as part of the baseline in the DEIS. 

Economic Impact 

The DEIS makes little mention of the negative financial repercussions of the F-35 being 

based at TIA. J 
1. What economic effects will the F-35 will have on home-based businesses such 50-IS 

as, but not limited to, consultants, telecommuters, bed-and-breakfasts, 
counselors, massage therapists, and others whose work environments require 
quiet environments. Both positive, if any, and negative effects must be quantifie~ 50-13 
and presented . 

2. Tucson and Pima county are home to many places of natural beauty, resorts ,] 
spas, and historic locations. Basing the F-35 at TIA will harm all leisure and 50-7 
hospitality businesses and those that depend on eco-tourlsm which add $1.4 
billion annually to our local economy. The DEIS must provide a quantitative 
economic analysis of this. 

3. The DEIS ignored any studies that indicate that increased noise levels can ] 
reduce property values up to 25%. This is a clear bias in the DEIS and a full 50-33 
unbiased analysis that includes all studies should be presented. The effect on 
property values near the base as well as along all flight paths must be presented 

4. What effects will the F-35 noise and pollution have on people both physically and] 
psychologically, and what will be the estimated health care costs associated with NO-6 
those be? Again this analysis should be provided for those near the bases as 
well as near flight paths. 

5. What will the economic impact be on lowered property values and property taxeS?J 50-1 
6. Tucson and Pima county are also popular retirement destinations. The F-35 

being based here will lower the overall quality of life and many people will choose ] NO-36 
not to move here due to increased noise levels. What will the economic impact of 
this be on the community , including the economic impact on the Health industry. :::J ~~: :s 

7. What will the financial. impacts of potential lawsuits filed against the Air Force, J_ 
City of Tucson, and Pima County by businesses and indiViduals negatively 50 36 
impacted by basing the F-35 at TIA? 
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1988 TU Sharyn V. Chesser, RN M.Ed. 

 

1987 T V 

Mitigation 
The DEIS makes no mention of efforts to mitigate damage, discomfort, decrease in 
property values, and financial loss incurred by residents of Pima county and Tucson. 
This should be explicitly listed and explained . It should be clear what type of mitigation 
is available, how well it will work, and whether they only work while people are indoors 

-

or if they are effective outdoors as well. I believe this is Federal requirement for an DEIS. 
Also what penalties will be levied on the Air Force, Air Guard , and TIA if mitigation rules 
are not followed , or mitigation attempts fail? How will this be enforced and what 
compensation will be paid to those that are adversely effected? -

NP-33 

The Environmental Impact Statement must answer all of these questions and correct aJI 
flaws in order for the Air Force to make an informed decision about the beddown of F- NP-29 
35's at the Tucson AGS and Tucson International Airport. After a corrected and 
adequately prepared DEIS is written , I request that the community and leaders be giveiilNP_34 
an opportunity to review and comment on it again before a final DEIS is created. -.J 

Sincerely, 

John Duchnowski 

CC: Senator Jon Kyl 

Senator John McCain 

Congressman Raul Grijalva 

Mayor Jonathon Rothschild 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sharyn Chesser!l!!l!!!!l!I!!I!II!IIIJ!I!!I!!!!IJII 
Monday, March 12, 2012 11 :56 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Tucson 

1988 TV 

I wi s h to go on record as someone who believes having the F - 3S t ra ining mi ss i on at TIA ~ 
Tu cson, Arizona and the area i n general. We have an i dea l location a nd weat her f or t he GE-3 
t ra i ning. Thank you fo r worki ng hard to bring t hi s critica l t raining t o Tucson . I am proud 
of the wor k and poss ibilit y for the fu t ure . 

Si ncerely, 
Sharyn V. Chesser , RN M.Ed. 
Resident of Tu cson s in ce 1968 
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1989 TU Peg Davis 

 

1990 TU Michael & Laurie Coppola 

 

1989 TV 

From: 
Sent: 

Peg Davis 1IIII!1!!!!11!1!!!!II!!!!!II!!I!IJ!!I!!" 
Wednesday, March 07, 2012 5:30 PM 

To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 in Tucson: No, thanks 

Please keep F-35 training programs away from Tucson. Neither Davis-Monthan nor Tucson International Airport is an j GE-4 
appropriate home. This plane is too noisy to fly over the Tucson metropolitan area, and with only one engine, is too NO-I 
dangerous. After the Air Force crash next to an elementary school in Tucson in the 1970's, the Air Force promised to kee SA-16 
these planes away from the UA campus. They've already broken that, but at least they could avoid further raising our SA-20 
risk. 

Keep the F-35 away from TucsonD GE-4 

Peg Davis 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Michael cOPPola ll!lllllllllllll!llll!lII!I~ •••••• 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 1:22 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Lightning II aircraft 

High 

:Me & my wife suyyart naving tne 1'-35 in TUCSO~ GE-3 

micnaef & (aurie coyyo(a 

1990 TV 
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1991 TU John Crosby 

 

1992 BO Damon DeJulis 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Deanna Crosby 
Thursday, March 15, 20121 :11 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-3SA in Tucson 

1991 TV 

The F-3S training base should come to Tucson. The Air Force has a long strong cooperative hSitory here in Tucson whict;lGE-3 
has been a benifit to both the AF and Tucson community. ~ 

Regards, 

1992 80 

From: 
Sent: Damon DejUIiS~""""""" •••• Tuesday, March 13,201212:45 PM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-3SA potential stationing at Gowen Field in Boise, ID 

To whom it may concern, 

My name is Damon DeJulis, I am an Idaho native and a resident of Boise for 34 of my 35 years. 

I am old enough to remember the Phantom F-4 jets taking off and landing with a lot of noise, so much noise that 
as kids we covered our ears when they flew over. 

As a tax payer now, I feel that the F-35 jets would be better placed at a base that isn't either in the middle ofa 3 
city or very near one. I understand that our pilots need the training to keep their skills sharp, however, their jets GE-I 

do not need 10 be stationed in the middle of a city in order for Ihem to get their training and practice. 

I am not anti Air Force and I am not anti military, I just feel that from past experience with the F-4 jets th~NO.37 
these F-35 jets are just too loud to be stationed in a city. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 
-Damon DeJulis 
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1993 BO Barton H. Ballantyne 

 

 

 

1993 BO 

Re : F-3SAs May come to Boise, Id 

I read your environmental report and found that if this were to happen, 10,119 people would beJSO-l 

living in uninhabitable homes - unbelievable! The report said 2 schools would be affected. The enclosed 

map from the Boise School District shows 2 High Schools, 1 Junior High schoo l, 3 High Schools & 10 ] EJ-I 

Elementary Schools would lie within 2 plus miles of the Airport. Boise is an urban area that is continuing 

to grow. F-35As & urban areas are not compatible, not a fit! I belonged to the Air Guard & my grandSOn ] 

is at the AF Academy, so I have high esteem for the Air Force . Please don't do this to our city. GE-l 

Sincerely, 

Barton H. Ballantyne 

CENTRAL SERVICES 
Art COllage.. . . ............ 805 t W. Salt Creek Ct.. 
Facilities & Operations" . . .. .... .400 W. Fort St. 
Food Service. . . ......... 8169 W. Victory Rd .. . 
Instructional Media Center ....... 320 W. Fort SI.. 
Just For Kids ............................ ...... 8169 W. Victory Rd .. . 
Special Education.. .. ........... 8169 W. Victory Rd . . . 

Student Records .... .... .. ................. . 8169 W. Victory Rd . ... . 
Transportation .. . .... ...... .............. R 169 W. Victory Rd ... . 

Boise School District 
School Locations 

School Year 2011-2012 

199380 

(ReY.1I11) 

For individual school attendance araa 
boundaty information, call (208) 854-4187 

s..:/-h:;to (.,.;s' 

#- a.eAAfM-r~<t1 
1- .,JU/)IEJIt.+tI<:fh I 

~1' t\1'9h ~GhOD 
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1994 TU Susan Gallegos 

 

1995 BO Brian Cleereman 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Susan GaliegoslJl!!lII!!!"'."!!!I!_ 
Tuesday, March 13, 2012 7:23 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comment on F-35 EIS 

1994 TV 

I feel that not enough is known of the impact of the F-35 to even have completed an EIS at this time as the noise levcl'JNP-13 

have yet to be tested over Tucson. ~ NO-7 

Nonetheless there is a history of impact on Tucson from military aircraft going back to the crash into a grocery store i] 
the 60s and the crash at the UA in the 70's, the failed efforts of Congressman Morris Udall in the 80's to move the ANG 
aircraft from Davis-Monthan to the Pinal Air Park and the again failed effort of the State and City of Tucson to move the SA-2 

D-M runway toward the SE. 
There is also the 1980's City of Tucson Arroyo Chico Area Plan and the 1990's O-M AICUZ which both stated that militar 

aircraft should avoid flying over populated areas of Tucson. 

The present problem of urban over flights from both D·M and TIA is important. You can't separate the two air facilitie5.lAM_2 
They share a divided airspace as they are less than 5 miles apart necessitating a FAA waiver. The more recent JLUS, th,gJ 

MC3, and the Air Force-convened MeRe all indicate that there are ongoing unresolved problems with urban militarY'lLU_28 
overflights. --.J 

The F-35 should be flown in a non-urbanized are~GE-l 

Thank you 

Susan Gallegos 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Brian & Katie CleeremanllJ!l~!!!I! ••••• 
Monday, March 12, 2012 8:15 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Comment on F-35 at Gowen Field 

199580 

I am a resident of Boise City concerned primarily with the increase in noise levels associated with F-35 traini

J mission proposed at Gowen Field. Gowen Field is an Air Nat ional Guard Base ocated extremely close to our NO-37 

urban/suburban area, and I don't believe this environment is conducive to a high noise level fighter training 
mission, vs. an ex isting Air Force Base such as Mountain Home AFB located further from a metropolitan area. 
I personally live 112 mile north of the centerline of Gowen runway IOLl28R, 2.25 miles from the "baseline 65 

db" contour, and approx .25mi from Les Bois Jr. High and the LDS church on Grand Forest. Scenario B3 puts 
the 65 db contour two miles closer, wi thin .25 miles of my house and these locations, however the school and 
the church are not included in the assessment, presumably because the 65 db contour is not simulated to overlap 
them, just barely missing them. Scenario B2 is approx 1.5 miles closer, and scenario B1 approx 1 mile closer. 
My house and these locations, despite being outside of the 65 db baseline contour, are already overflown 

regularly by commercial pattern, which is generally, though not always, non-disruptive due to the much quieter 
nature of commercial flights. These flights also do not occur between approx midnight at Sam. I am seriOUSl] NO-I 

concerned that the F-35 operations proposed at Gowen Field will be so much higher noise as to be disruptive; 
- due to new scope of nighttime operations 
- due to widespread significantly increased noise levels below 65 db; i.e. an increase at a school/church from 50 NO-3 

to 64 is a significant derogatory impact, even if not rising to the 65 db criteria. 
- due to impact of overflights across the valley now being significantly increased relative to baseline operations 

Accordingly I feel the "population affected" numbers are greatly under reported by drawing the 'line of impaCJ' 
at65 db, Presumably large parts of Boise not reaching the 65 db criteria will see 10-15 db increases. The NO-2 

numbers cited in the DEIS regarding increase in average numbers of events exceeding 50 dB Lmax (90, 147, 
215% respectively) is truly astonishing and distressing, With the limited information available I strongly 
oppose the F-35 training mission at Gowen, and encourage the Air Force to improve impact reporting such a

JGE

-
4 

showing contour changes below 65 db, mapping average Lmax occurance contours by dB, and delineating the NO-4 

range of possible departing/arriving flight paths F-35's will or will not avoid populated areas in their training 
mission. I assert that this type of information will show residents the true impact anticipated. Test sort ies 
would also be nice to see to gauge the impact, unfortunately that was not made possible ahead of or during th~GE-2 
comment period. 

Brian Cleereman -
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1996 BO Michael J. Murphy 

 

1997 BO Debbie Schley 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To: 

Michael Murphy •••••• " •• 
Wednesday, March 14, 20121:35 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Boise F-35 Training EIS Comment 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

From: 
Name: Michael J. Murphy 

organizatioi.n./ A. ffillili.a.tiion: None 
Address:' 

199680 

City, State, Zip Code: ••••. 
Comments: I am . the~tion of the proposed F-35 training mission in the BOiS~ 
area . It is simply not necessary to locate such operations in a residentia l area. Ample, more GE-[ 

isolated, and unimproved facilities and training space exists nearby. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Debbie Schley •••••••••• 
Wednesday, March 14, 201210:38 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 fighters 

1997 BO 

When [ see and hear our military jets practicing overhead, i[ makes me smile. [am so proud to be an j 
American. I am also grateful that there are people willing to commit the time to be one ofthe few who are GE-3 

trained and qualified [0 protect our freedoms. [ support letting the F35 fighters come to Boi se. 

Thank you 
Debbie Schley 
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1998 LU John D. Wood Jr. 

 

1999 BO Richard L. Barrett 
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A1000 BO Fred Schmidt 

 
 

A1001 BO Bob Storm 

 
 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I uesaay iJiarcn 13, 2012 7:53 PM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A Training Basing Comments 

AlOOO BO 

Please add my name and address to those OPPOSED to the basing ofF-35A Aircraft at Gowen Field, Boise, ] GE-4 
Idaho. 

I OWN my home and will reside here until I die. I have lived in the Boise Valley since September, 1970. I live 
in the flight pattern on the southwest end of the airport. The air traffic at present has not been annoying. The 
early F102's, then the "Wild Weasels," C-130's and now A-IO's have not proven to be unbearable. 

Basing up to 72 F-35A's here at Gowen Field would absolutely change the noise levels in and around the City]. 
have spent time visiting a friend who resides in Fallon, Nevada. The constant deafening noise around his home 
there due to the jets flying/training is terrible. I cannot imagine that level of noise being brought to Boise, NO-36 
Idaho. 

Will there be tests to determine the acceptance of the public to routines like take-offs with full afterburner? wiiiI GE-2 
there be tests of the impact a typical daily training routine of 50 sorties has on the public? Night landings are U 
concern as well. Property values are said to drop in areas where noise is a factor. :::J SO-1 

Again, ... add my name /address to those OPPOSING the plan to bring F-35A's to Boise. ::::JGE-4 ... 

AlOOl BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~r~~~~~iJiarcn M JJ iJ i it JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35A s COM ING TO BOISE IDAHO 

DAVID MARTIN, AIR FORCE CONTRACTOR, AND KIM FORNOF: PLEASE ACCEPT THIS EMAIL AS ONE] 
MORE OBJECTION TO THE ADDITION 
OF THE F-3SA TRAINING CENTER IN BOISE, IDAHO. 
NEIGHBORHOOD SUBDIVISION" THAT IS 

GE-4 
I AM A RESIDENT IN THE "SUNRISE RIM 

VERY NEAR THE BOISE MUNICIPAL AIRPORT. WE CURRENTLY HAVE MILITARY JETS USING THE 
RUNWAYS NEAR OUR HOME AND I AM PERSONALLY PROUD TO HEAR THEM AND WATCH THEM COME 
AND GO, BUT THEY ARE SMALLER PLANES WITH A MUCH LOWER AMOUNT OF NOISE THAN THE J 
F-3SA IS REPORTED TO EMIT. EVEN THE COMMERCIAL AIRLINERS DO NOT MAKE A GREAT AMOUNT OF 
NOISE AND ARE ONLY FLYING DURING NO-l 
THE DAY AND EARLY EVENING HOURS. 

I RESPECT THE AIRFORCE EFFORTS, AND AS THE SON OF AN AIRFORCE RETIREE, I HAVE LNED NEAR 
AIRFORCE BASES FOR MANY YEARS OF 
MY LIFE. I BELIEVE A TRAINING CENTER LIKE YOU WANT TO BRING TO BOISE IS BETIER SUITED TOJ 
AN EXISTING AIRFORCE BASE. WHY DON'T YOU PUT THESE PLANES AT MTN. HOME AIRFORCE BASE, GE-l 
IN IDAHO???????? WE DON'T NEED THE INCREASED AIR TRAFFIC OVER OUR CITY. 

OUR CITY'S MAYOR, AND IDAHO'S GOVERNOR ARE ONLY INTERESTED IN THE INCREASED JOB ~ 
OPPORTUNITIES THAT YOUR PROPOSAL WILL BRING, BUT FROM WHAT I HAVE READ, THESE INCREASES SO-21 
WILL NOT COME FROM THE CIVILIAN POPULATION, SO IT WONT CREATE MORE JOBS FOR US. 

PLEASE RECONSIDER USING BOISE, IDAHO AS A TRAINING BASE FOR THE R-3SA PILOTS AND LET ]GE-l 
THEM DO THEIR TRAINING OVER A DESERT AREA SOMEWHERE WHERE THERE ARE NO PEOPLE THEY 
CAN BOTHER. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PATIENCE IN READING THIS, AND PLEASE CONSIDER MY REQUEST. 

BOB STORM 

PH: ••• _ 
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A1002 TU Matthew C. Evans 

 

A1003 BO Darcy James 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AlO02 TU 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your corrunents in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Pub~c comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 

IM"itten comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 

address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonmtion will not be released in the Final EIS or for 

any other purpose, unless required by laIN. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 

the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information win result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: ______ M __ a_t_t_h_e_w-=c~E-v-a-n--s_=~~------------------------------------_ 
Pri v a te Ci t iz e n 

Address:. ___ -""~~~~~~~~~~================= 
Comments: As a native Tu cson an a n d a p r ou d employee of a J ocal 

Tucson Buiness, I am ve ry proud of our Local air guard 

F jgb te r pjng Tll cCon p r o "1r jdec jdea l flyjng peat b e r nea r ly yea r 

round i s ve r y close t h e Da rry Gol dwate r r ange. a lso l ook 

fo rward to t h e econ omi c i mpact of bring ing a n e w t raining prog ram GE-3 

to t h e are a . 

I urge you ve r y st r ongly to con s ide r Tucson fo r t hi s n e w 

prog ram and lend my f u ll suppo r t. I re a l ly l ook forwar d to 

see ing t h e F 35 in t h e s ki es ove r my h ome town . 

Si n cerely, 

Matth e w C Ev an s 

'''Pl eas e print - Additional space is provided or the back.· ·· 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comforprojectinformation or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

' Provide yoor maling ac)jress to rocerve futLfe nct ces oooot tre F-3SA Training Baf:irg EIS 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof 

~~r~~a~~~~~ch n JJ1J 11 M 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Representative Sue Chew ; Senator Elliot Werk; darcy james; brian reynolds 
F-35 public comment 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

AtOOJ RO 

I'm a resident of BOise, not far outside the lines of greatest impact that have been draw n in the F-35 EIS for Gowen Field 
My daughter and grandchildren live under one of the current jet flight paths south of Boise. We know what today's 
generation of jets sound like 
I believe that the interface between airfields and residential neighborhoods is too immediate to accommodate aEiJ GR-. 
deployment of advanced military fighter Jets in Boise. I oppose the current F-35 proposal. :=J GE-4 

Sincerely, •••••••••••• Darcy James, 
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A1004 BO Diane M. Bagley 

 

A1005 BO Sharon Potter 

 

iii 
Via Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

March 9, 2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

RE: United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment - F-35A Training Base, Boise, ID 

AI00480 

I am a resident of the Boise Bench near Gowen Field. I am opposed to basing F-35A aircraft at Gowen] 
Field for the following reasons. GE·4 

The Primary functions of the Defense Department and Air Force are to protect and save our American 
quality of life and property values. Locating the F-35As at Gowen will defeat the fi rst function by :::J NO-II 
imposing extremely loud noise on the 10,119 residents in the vicinity of the flight patterns forcing them to:::J NO-36 

change their lifestyle to withstand the noise. Further, the FAA declaration that 6958 acres in the vicinity J 
will be declared "unfit for residential use" will disadvantage homeowners by making their homes hard to 
sell and decrease the assessed valuation on most of the taxing districts in Boise, Meridian and all of Ada SOot 

County, requiring all of the taxpayers in those taxing districts to make up the tax shortage year after 
year. 

I am strongly opposed to the potential noise impact on our community, and believe it is up to the Air ::J NO -36 
Force to avoid disrupting our lifestyles and diminishing our property values and tax base by keeping the :J SOot 
F-35As out of Gowen Field. There are better locations for the F-35As to be based that are not so ] 
disruptive to our way of life and property values and the Air Force should make use of those locations. GE-I 

Diane M. Bag ley 

F-3SA Comments-Diane Page 1 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~=~~~;o~t:;ci 11. JJ iJ Jj JJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 planes in Boise 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornof, 

AI00580 

First, I'd like to commend your organization's improved communication efforts with residents of the Treasure Valley 
concerning the open tllE!etings scheduled on this subject. It is a big improvement over a couple of years ago when 
everything was done pretty much in secret with the politicians until the word got out to the "common folk", I spoke to 
several of our elected officials at that time, and several confessed to me not knowing (or taking the time to find out) just 
what was involved with bringing the jets here. 

So, now we're back with dealing with the issue again, I want to strongly express my opposition to bring the F-35's to~GE-4 
Gowen Field in Boise, The ide.a of these planes, shari~g the air spac~ and environm,en,t with the ~omm~rcial airp?rt an:] 
the densely populated Treasure Valley truly defies logic, I won't go Into all the statistics concerning nOise and air AQ-l 
pollution that I'm sure you already know. NO-1 

Please do not bring the F-35's to the Treasure Valley, 

Sharon Potter 
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A1006 BO Joe Hrubec 

 

A1007 BO Greg Schenk 

 

Al006 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~~~~~y, iJiarcn 14, JJ iJ hi LM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35 Training Draft EIS comment - NO F-35 Training in Boise 

To whom it may concern, 

I am a resident of Boise, ID and have reviewed the F-35 Training Draft EIS for Gowen field. I have been living here for 
over 12 years now and my wife and I are raising two daughters in a house about 5 miles north of the airport. In addition 
to all the outdoor activities available in the Boise area, we also enjoy the relative quiet of a mid-sized city. Occasionally 
we hear the A-lOs or F-15s from Mountain Home doing some training at the Boise airport. This does not occur very often 
and the noise level is acceptable. Recently, we had the F-15s performing an exercise that lasted all day over the Boise 
area. The noise from this was quite noticeable, but since it was a one day (maybe two) exercise, it was acceptable. 
Having the F-35s operating out of Gowen Field in the numbers and frequency indicated in the EIS would be extremelY~ 
undesirable. Our quality of life we enjoy now would be ruined due to the noise from the jets and the added stress that NO-36 
would accompany it. 

I am a professional pilot and a strong supporter of our military, but I do NOT approve of the F-35 base in Boise. Plea~GE-4 
base the F-35 in a different location. ::JGE-1 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Regards, 

Joe Hrubec 

AI007BO 
DO 

Please record your comments on this form to let the US Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), You may submit your 
comments by 

1) Depositing this form at the Comment Table before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this form to' 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX (210) 652-4266 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received no later than March 14,2012, to ensure they 
become part of the official record, All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC 4321, et seq, All written 
comments received during the comment period "";11 be considered during Draft EIS preparation, Your provision of private address 
information ....;th your comment is voluntary, Your private address information"";l1 not be released in the Draft EIS or for any other 
purpose, uiless required by law, However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Draft 
EIS distribution, Failure to provide such information ""; 11 restJ t in your name not being included on the distribution list 

Name: Greg Schenk 

Organization! Affiliation: 

Address:' ,====~ •• City, State, Zip Code: I 
Comments: 

I would like to see the Air Force give serious consideration to the noise pollution that will result from --, DO-43 
bringing the F-3SA Training Program to Gowen Field when they develop the environmental impact statememJ 
Gowen Field sits in very close proximity to the third largest metropolitan area in the Northwest and, --, NO-ll 
consequently, a program such as this has the potential to adversely impact literally thousands of homes aill1.l 
tens of thousands of residents. Property values across a large area could be diminished and quality of life] SO-l 
for many people lessened when very loud aircraft mix with heavily popUlated areas. NO-36 

Visit www,F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information and to download a copy of this 
comment form. 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–656 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

A1008 TU Jean M. Davies 

 

A1009 TU John Fortino 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~:~n~s~=~:e~aJ 11. JJ I J jj I Jti 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 training 

AI008 TU 

I was unable to attend any meerting, but do want to send my "Yesl" to F-35 training mission at Tucson International j 
Airport. Anything Tucson can do to assist the military, is positive for our community and hopefully the U.S. My support is GE-3 
wholehearted I 

iiiIP 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~:a~,ti~~J IBJiJ !J1ilM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

AI009 TU 

It would be a tragedy of great proportions not have the F-35 project in Tucson. A "storied" ail 
base with credentials going back before WW2, not to mention the Job and financial impact on 
the community. Negative comments from people who live near the Base, should NOT even be GE-3 
considered. What did they expect when the moved to their location, "Total Silence"? It's the 
Twenty First Century. 
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A1010 TU Mary and Stewart Smith 

 

A1011 BO Sally Sherman 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

tJeanesOay, iViarcn 14,20127:38 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, 

AlOlO TU 

We here in Tucson Arizona need the F-35' s to be here at the Air Natioal Guard.My interest i~ 
these planes is not only for the Tucson economy but our daughter and son-in-law both are in 
the Guard. My son-in-law works on the F-16' s right now. Our town needs the F-35' s to help our 
economy. I am a native of Tucson, Arizona, and have lived near the Air Base all of my life. 
No matter what the sounds are from the planes I know that these planes are here to help with GE-3 
our freedom as American's. Folks that do not understand this need to be reminded what this 
town would be like without the Guard as it is today and maybe ramped up more, or even without 
the air base. Thi s town would be in an economic mess. I also work at Raytheon and I would 
like to keep my job also. 

Thanks, 
Mary and Stewart Smith 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

S herman, Sally 
Thursday, Ma rcn Ub, LU I L b A ,j AIVI 
AETC/A7P Wo rkflow 
F-35A a ircraft 

Too muc h no ise - loca te elsewhere, p l ea~GE-l 
Sa lly Sherman 
Boise, ID 

AlOll DO 
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A1012 BO Ann Ryan 

 

A1013 TU David Stine 

 

AIOl2 BO 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~1y~nJiarcn i J, JJ i J i i jj JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35A Base in Boise, Idaho 

Attention: David Martin & Kim Fornof 

I am a property owner adjoining the Hillcrest Country Club, on Roosevelt Street between Overland Road and I GE-4 
Hillcrest Drive in Boise, Idaho, and I am OPPOSED to having a F-3SA base in Boise. The volume of noise w.£..J 
already experience need not be expanded, in addition to the loss in property values and taxes to our communi~ ~g-: 

From: 
Sent: ~~::~~~Y. iJiarcn 14, JJ iJ I L it 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F-35A EIS Public Hearing Comment 

Name: David Stine 
Organization/Affiliation: Concerned Citizen 
Address: __ 

City,Stat~ 
Comments: 

AI013 TV 

Having attended both public hearings in Tucson, it appears to me that those for the Tucson basing of the F-35 
weigh the increased noise as a necessary cost, which is outweighed by the numerous advantages of basing the aircraft 
here. These pro-F-35 individuals presented arguments which seek acceptance of the increased noise in the name of 
economic gain, personal responsibility, national interest, and patriotism. On the other hand, those against predominantly 
cited the noise increase as the biggest reason to not base the F-35 in Tucson. Many of the pro-Less Noise individuals 
presented arguments which seek to refute the theory and methodology used in the EIS to quantify the noise metrics and 
to voice their frustration with present and future levels of jet noise. Indeed, as the EIS clearly states, "Annoyance ]NO-65 
represents the most common nOise Impact." 

Although participants in a normal conversation typically speak with a loudness of 60-70dB, the 65dB Noise 
Contours depicted in the EIS do not actually represent a jet noise level equivalent to normal speech. As the EIS explains, 
the 65dB line (DNL) represents a combination of the levels and durations of antiCipated noise events and number of 
events over a 24-hour period. It also includes a 10dB penalty for sounds after 10:00pm and before 07:00am. In other 
words, it's the Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) - not an instantaneous, in-the-moment, noise level. 

For an approximate instantaneous noise level, one could use the Sound Exposure Level (SEL) metric, although it 
does not directly represent the sound level heard at any given time. Rather, it provides a measure of the total sound 
exposure for an entire event, as if it were compressed into a single second. The EIS states, "SEL provides a better 
measure of intrusiveness of the sound than simply stating the maximum noise level reached during an over-flight event." 

One can always argue against the use of these specific metrics and methodology, but none of individuals who did 
provided a usable alternative. Those who did not argue against these metrics attacked the numbers instead. Against the 
data points presented for SEL numbers in the Representative Aircraft Noise Levels Comparison Table (TU 3.2-2), some 
comments stated the aircraft altitudes are unrealistic. Others indicated distrust of the United States Air Force's use of 
estimates for a program still in development (as well as accusations of outright lies). These seemed fallacious arguments 
to me since a) even with more data, the EIS would still only contain estimates, and b) the EIS calculated the data points 
in the table based on a single location (Ocotillo Elementary School's), representative flight paths, aircraft configuration, 
atmospheric conditions, and engine power setting. Hence, the SEL figures are not valid for every possible flight path or 
simply within 8000 foot slant range of the flight path. There are a lot of variables, but not an infinite number. 

The FAA classifies the airspace surrounding Tucson as type Class C. This includes the airspace from the surface 
to 4,000 feet above the airport elevation (6,600 feet Mean Sea Level) extending outwards five nautical miles (5.75 statute 
miles). It continues to extend further beyond that out to 10 nautical miles (11.5 statute miles) albeit from 1,200 feet to 
4,000 feet above airport elevation. Within this airspace, pilots must establish and maintain two-way radio 
communications with the Tucson tower and approach control. Thus controlled airspace exists over the city of Tucson 
spanning a total area of 266,129 acres (314 square nautical miles). Of course, approach control does not let aircraft fly 
just anywhere within this airspace, especially at lower altitudes. 

Additionally, a pilot varies his throttle setting depending on aircraft configuration, speed, and attitude (level, 
climbing, descending). Flight paths after "departure" and prior to final approach can vary a lot based on air traffic control 
vectoring. When departing or landing, the flight path is quite straight for at least a mile (the minimum for an overhead 
pattern landing). Additionally, the professional fighter pilots of the 162nd Fighter Wing have consistently demonstrated a 
sincere and constant awareness of the importance of noise abatement, and have complied with noise abatement 
procedures to mitigate the noise impact of their aircraft. 

Considerations of instantaneous noise levels for one specific point on the ground would require calculations 
similar to those for the Ocotillo Elementary School for that specific point and specified conditions. The specified 
conditions would need to fairly represent the most likely situations. I believe the EIS does this. Unless we are talking a 
specific, individualized case, then we must use a methodology and metric which summarizes (averages) the possible flight 
paths, aircraft configurations, atmospheric conditions and throttle settings - in other words, the noise footprint - for the 
community as a whole. 
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A1014 BO Becky Thomson 

 

AI013 TU 

James Glinski's book, "Above Tucson: Then and Now" gives a vivid visual comparison of the growth in Tucson's 
population since the 1940's to the 1990's. It visually depicts the urban development in Tucson over a 50 year period. 
The photographs are fascinating to examine. The population swelled from 45,454 residents in 1950 to 212,892 residents 
in 1960 to over a half-million in 2012. In addition to significant housing development, one finds significant commercial 
development. In some locations, you can find examples where some houses were replaced with commercial buildings. 
Glinski's book graphically shows how technology and demographics have changed over the decades. Tucson has 
expanded and has filled the vacant spaces that used to exist near the Tucson AGS. Not only has the airspace gotten 
busier and louder, but more people have set up homes and businesses closer to the airport. 

I am one of the individuals who contributed to Tucson's increase in population. When I moved to Tucson over a 
decade ago, I specifically chose a location away from runway departure and approach flight paths. Perhaps, I had an 
advantage, because I understand aviation from the inside out - and I was willing to accept a longer commute. I 
empathize with individuals living and working in locations which would be directly impacted by the anticipated noise 
increase of the F-35. I believe the EIS provides a realistic assessment of the environmental impact the F-35 will (or =:J GE-8 
won't) have on the Tucson area. I am confident at least 12.3% of the local population will be highly annoyed by the FJ NO-66 
35's nOise. 

But I also support our national interests and believe Arizona's unique resources makes Tucson an excellent =:J GE-3 
location for quality F-35 training. I am confident there will efforts to mitigate the F-35 noise impact surrounding not juill NO-20 
Tucson AGS, but the entire Tucson area. I am also confident a much higher percentage of individuals not just in TUCSOJ' nor just the state of Arizona, but throughout the entire United States will benefit (in the many different ways stated by GE-3 
other pro-F-35 speakers) from basing the F-35 in Tucson. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI01480 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of the 
EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 

266 F Street Wes~ Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 

Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft [IS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become part of 
the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final [IS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Ac~ 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All written 
comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private address 
infolTllation wi1h your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for any other 
purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Final EIS 
distribution. Failure to provide such information will resuk in your name not being included on 1he distribution list 

Name: Becky Thomson 

Organization/Affiliation: 

Address:' 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: I'm concerned about the inadequacies of the [IS. I believe in the military but I also believe they J 
have a responsibility to do their homework and make sure the documents renect the facts accurately and provide NP-29 
all the necessary information to make an informed decision. 

Actual noise measurements need to be taken and applied rather than using a model that doesn't renect accurate::J NO-7 
levels. I live in the area of concern and there doesn't appear to be any plans for homes that would be classified aj 
"not sustainable for residential living" . If the Govt bought out the homes, schools, and daycares, it still leaves the SO-ll 
question of what compensation (if any) would we receive and how would that be handled. 

purchase elsewhere due to the change in housing values and the decrease in home equity. Additionally, if the SO-l 
Many of us have lost home values due to the recession and housing market slump and would not be able to J 
Government didn't "buy" out the homes that are reclassified, it would difficult if not impossible to sell and get out 
ofthearea. 

The air quality is another issue and again it doesn't appear that the report has the necessary monitoring, tests ani!] AQ-4 
measurements. The Boise Airport is already a marginal air quality and adding F-355 at Gowen Field would ] AQ-l 
substantially increase the poor air quality. 

One of the supposed positives is the additional jobs that would be brought to the area. I believe this is another] 
item that has been overstated. Even if there are a lot of jobs initially; the majority will be construction workers SO-21 
and so they won't be long term jobs but only during the construction phase. Many of those workers will be 
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A1015 TU Craig Reay 

 

AI014BO 

brought in by the contractor(s) as they'll want to use employees that have already received their PIV clearances. 
So in fact, the only positive would be some money working its way back into the local community for a shorn SO 21 
period of time but jobs for local residents would be temporary and limited. ~ -

Jobs created after the construction is complete will mainly be military personnel who may be reassigned froiTil 
other locations-again this really doesn't help the existing unemployed individuals in the local community. ~ SO-21 

I am vehemently opposed to the relocation of F-35's to the Boise Idaho area (Gowen Field). ::J GE-4 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~y ~ MRa~~ht, JJ iJ I a JiJ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Lightning Support 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West. Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150 

Dear David and Kim, 

AIOIS TU 

I am a Tucson, Az Native, 4th generation Arizonan, and proud to still call Tucson home. I am very much ~ 
support of bringing the F -35 to our community. Please add my name to the growing list of supporters! ~ GE-3 

Thanks, 
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A1016 TU Dan Crutcher 

 

A1017 TU John Gilding 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~a~,C~~t~~ea JJ iJ I I jj iIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Lightning 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof, 

AI016 TU 

As as citizen of Tucson, I believe bringing the F-35 Lighting to Tucson would be a huge benefit to this ~ 
city, If there are any negative impacts as a result to bringing the F-15 to Tucson, I believe the positive 
impacts outweigh them by a considerable margin, The additional employment, additional troops (I always GE-3 
like seeing these young men and women in uniform around the city) and pride of having this fine aircraft 
in our skies would be a boost to a city that has recently suffered economically, 

Thank you for considering my comments, 

Dan Crutcher 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~~i~~rcn IBJiJ IUJiiM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 In Tucson 

AI017TU 

As a local business professional who works in the vicinity of Tucson International Airport, I arn cornpletely in favor of J 
basing the F-35 here, The irnpact of the existing ANG base on the irnpoverished local econorny is profound, and an 
expansion of this facility t, 0 include the F, -35 can 0, nly b,e a net benef,it, to th,e cornrnuni,ty, Despite the Objections, o,fthe GE-3 
Sizable anti-rnilitary contingent In thiS City, those of us who own hornes and bUSinesses are well aware of the positive 
effect on property values that both DaVIS Monthan and the ANG faCility bring to our City, as well as the other aViation and 
defense-related cornpanles located around the airport 

Sincerely, 

John Gilding 
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A1018 TU Tom Krizman 

 

A1019 BO Jack Blevins 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

i~;s~~~,m~;cn i lJJij d i iiU 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Tucson 

AIOIS TV 

Southern Arizona also accounts for 2.3 percent of the entire U.S. Aerospace Product and Parts Manufacturing industry. It offers one]f 

the highest concentrations of a. er.ospace. 'd. el.ense workers in the. country; one in five jobs in the reg. ion is t.ie.d to the sector. Aviation and 
aerospace technology is one of Southern Arizona's most substantial economic pillars. 

GE-3 
- Tucson International Airport IS an economiC engine, with an estimated 17,000 people employed In the vIcinity of the airport, 
generating a payroll of $800 million. At least another 10,000 people work in the area around the airport . With over 8,000 acres of 
property, Tucson International Airport is also one of the largest landowners in the area. Employers at Tucson International Airport 
account for over $3.5 billion in economic Impact to Southern Arizona . 

Please consider, 

Tom Krizman 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~E~~~C~ i 1. JJ i J i i M iiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 Training 

AI019 BO 

Please be aware that I support the F-35 coming to Boise's Gowen Field if the studies done by the Air Force show it to bj 
one of the best locations. I see that there are some in the area that are in opposition but know that people also adjust 
and become used to change. I like the idea of more jobs that would come and help our economy. Our pilots and GE-3 
maintenance crews need to be somewhere and and they may as well be here in Boise. They would like the Boise area 
and would be welcome. 
Jack Blevins --
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A1020 TU Bryan Berlin 

 

A1021 TU Janet Oseran 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I uesOay, IJlarcn 13,20121048 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35 in Tucson AZ 

AI020TU 

As a homeowner, business owner and member of the community, I fully support bringing the F-35 tJ 
Tucson, AZ. I believe that Tucson is an excellent choice as it provides superb weather and training 
areas. The .Iocal provides abundant ammenities for the pilots and staff without the congestion of GE-3 
other big cities. Bnnglng the F-35 to Tucson IS a Win-Win for both as it allows us to help support our 
troops and it helps the local economy. 

I say yes for F-35 in Tucson, AZ 

Thank you, 

Bryan Berlin 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~~aSy~r~~rcn I{ JJ It I j I JIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F-35A 

AI021 TU 

I went to the public hearings and studied the information about the F 3SA training base ---, 
possibilities. I believe that the Tucson flight pattern will impact the residences, school2.J NO-5 

hospitals and churches and the safety and long term health of the children that attend theiillJEJ-2 
schools. Tucson is to densely populated for training to commence here. I support the otheLJGE-l 
locations that are up for consideration. I do not support the training of the F-3SA for tlie] 
Tucson area. Janet Oseran ~ GE-4 
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A1022 BO Linda Nicholes 

 

A1023 BO Darrell Harris 

 

At02280 

From: 
Sent: ~i~~~~~~~:~cn Ii, JJ iJ i Hi iIJI 
To: 
Subject: 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
72 Jets at Boise Airport 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Air Force wants to statIOn 72 Jets at our local BOise Airport? J 
Seriously? SO-39 

The City of Trees IS a stunmngly beautiful City, a qUiet, peaceful city Seventy-two Jets roanng over BOise will 
change the character of the city lITevocably and forever This huge annada ofmlhtary Jets will 

Shatter Boise's silence by causing unmitigated noise pollution from which there is no escape =:J NO-20 
Send already-compromised property values plummeting ::::J SO-1 
Discourage new business =:JSO-18 
Hurt Boise's economy ::::JSO-l 
Adversely affect schools and the learning ability of Boise's most important resource: our young peopklEJ-2 
Cause unnecessary stress and damage to the health and well-being of Boise's citizens ::::JNO-6 
Impact air quality :=JAQ-l 

This is not right for the military, and it is absolutely horrendous for Boise. ]GE-4 
Please stop this plan in its ill-considered tracks now! 

Linda Nicholes 

At02380 

From: 
Sent: i LsOaY, darJ li. JUlJ E i AM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Draft EIS for F-35A Training Aircraft in Boise. 10 

To David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof, 

We are Darrell L. Harris, and Marilynn J. Harris. We live at ••••••••••••• 

We have lived here since 1974, and have enjoyed many types of aircraft at Gowen Field. The F4s were th~ NO-12 
loudest and caused considerable vibration damage which I have repaired. 

We also operate a child care center on the property for 18 chi ldren. The noise would be devastating to our] SO-18 
business and would considerably lower the property value. SO-1 

~ love the sound of the fighter jets (it is the sound offreedom), but the F3 5s would have an extreme negatiVel GE-l 
Impact on us. ~ 

Thank you for letting us comment, 

Darrell Harris 
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A1024 BO Arnold W. Hammari 

 

A1025 BO Larry Zitelli 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~a~,c~~~~T JJ iJ i i. i i JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Draft EIS Please come to Boise Idaho 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 

AI024 BO 

Comments: Please bring the mission and assigned aircraft to Gowen Field, Boise, Idaho. We enjoy having Air J 
Force personnel stationed here because they are of high moral character and contribute to our quality of life. 
When the jets fly over making noise, we can explain to our children the importance of national defense. The GE-3 
increased operations will provide jobs for Boiseans, and perhaps some Air Force personnel will enjoy living closer 
to home. 
Sincerely, 
Arnold W. Hammari 
Name: Arnold W. Hammari 
Organization/Affiliation: Private Person 
Address:' __ _ 

City,State~ 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: .. 

~a~~;:,e~arcn IJ, JJ iJ ht 1M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35- A 

AI025 BO 

I am opposed to having the F-3S- A training in our area. Not because, I have had the ability to hear them in oiiiJGE-4 
community, Why is That? All information is the noise will be overwhelming and the F1S's are so I assume thUNO-l 
F3S-a will be too. I have lost enough value in my property in the last years due to legislation by the federal ] 
government and can't afford additional loses due to designating the area around the airport were I live as non SO-1 
residential. 
If there are orders for 7000 of these jets why don't we re-open one of our closed air force bases? ::::J GE- 22 
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A1026 BO Barbara L. Billings 

 

A1027 BO Nick Dietz 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Barbara Billings 
Wednesday, Marcn 14, LUlL ,j::J~ t-'M 

AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 aircraft based in Boise Idaho 

Please register my comments below 

AI026 BO 

As an older person whose breathing is already impacted by our usual air inversions over Boise City, I am very concerned aboUil AQ 1 
the additional air pollution added to our air by take-off and landings of these jets. Boise is already very close to the EPA limits l2!..l -
air quality. we.VVII fac.e limitations on n.ew bUS. inesses and. manufa.cturing enterprises if these limits are exceeded. We experie]c 

:~v~r~;~~~nd summer AQ-3 
I do not believe this has been conSidered In your decision making. 

Barbara L. Billings 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

-
~~~~~~Zay, iJiarcn 11. JJ iJ 1 i i JiVi 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
Nick Dietz 
F35 Boise EIS Comments 

David Martin & Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

AI027 BO 

Ijust heard about the F-35 on Foxl2. I am still in a sigh of relief that the F-15's are gone. I work from home] 
and spend a majority of my day on work phone calls. The normal hum and drum of the airport is not a 
hindrance, but this last summer when the F-15's were in town was difficult for me. Due to the noise I would NO-3 
have to explain to clients that the Oregon Air Force was in town for the summer and try to avoid taking any 
phone calls during many loud periods of the day. The F IS's were so loud that many times I would have to end 
calls and call clients back after the noise had subdued. 

Now, Foxl2 reports that the F-35's are twice as loud!!! According to AirForceTimes.com ( J 
http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2008110/airforce [35 basing 102608/ ), the F-35 is even louder coming in 
for a landing, and is Four times as loud as the FISC when it lands!!! I did not voice my concerns before, NO-1 
because I thought the F-15's and noise would leave in the fall and not return. Myself, and others who 
telecommute or run businesses from home or commercial zoned areas in South Boise will be impacted by the] 
noise produced by these aircraft. I am afraid that I will have to move if the F-35's come to Boise. I hope the F- ~g:!8 
35's don't force me and others to resort to moving and take monetary losses in this bad housing market. 

Sincerely, 
Nick Dietz 
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A1028 BO Jo Ann Lloyd 

 

A1029 BO Helen and Steve Jirik 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~e~~~sL~~~~IJlarcn 14, JJ iJ lEi 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 jets 

AI02880 

I am a resident very near the airport and would like to put my two cents worth in. I do nO~NO_l 
want the fighter jets to be going off, I won·t be able to even think. The airport is already GE-4 

nOiSyenOUgh .•• Th.a.n.k.yo.U •.••••••• 
Jo Ann Lloyd 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To whom it may concern, 

~~I~~a~~i~larcn I J, JJ I J I I U AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 planes 

AI02980 

We are writing you in regard to the proposal of setting up a base for the F35 planes in Boise. We live in south Boise, and 
often hear air traffic from the airport and occasionally hear loud booms from the military planes training in the area. If 
additional planes were transferred to Boise, our concern is that this will negatively affect our neighborhoods and families. 
There are many subdivisions in south Boise, and the additional noise from the military planes would add to the noise wUNO-1 
currently get from the airport and military planes flying over this area. We feel this would be especially detrimental to t~NO-ll 
many young families living in south Boise, and ask that you consider another location to base the planes. ::::JGE-l 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Helen and Steve Jirik 
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A1030 XX Gary Hunter 

 

A1031 BO Brian and Joan Williams 

 

AI030 xx 

From: 
Sent: ~~~d~~,n~;rcl iJ.JJ iJ i1 i1 Jd 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Extension of DEIS Comment Period 

Mr. Martin and Ms. Fornoff, 

-
A week ago, on March 51 I requested an extension of the comment period for the F-3SA training basing EIS. 

An extension is necessary, because the length and technical nature of the EIS require a great deal of time for the average 
citizen. 

Further, a high proportion of the studies cited in Volume 2 of the EIS are twenty and thirty years old. Average citizens 
require substantial additional time to locate, read, and summarize the relevant technical literature that has been 
published during the past two decades. 

Has the Air Force decided whether to grant an extension? 

I will appreciate the courtesy of your prompt reply. 

Gary Hunter 

-

NP-12 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jodi 'Mlliams 
Saturday, Marc" lU , LUlL 4:U::J t-'M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 traiing base in Boise Idaho 

attention: David Martin and Kim Fornof: 

AI03180 

When the air force training base was set up at the Boise air port the residential areas had not been built 
up so close around the air port and there were not as many homes as there are nows. The planes were so not as 
fast and did not make as much noise and there were not so many. 

Taking all of this into consideration this area is not a suitable area to place that kind of training facili!rJ GE-I 
please put it in an underpopulated area. Placing it in Boise would not only endanger people but wildlife as ] BI-5 

~. =i\ 
My husband tells me the li tigation that would result would be very expensive. ::J SO-36 

Yours Sincerely, 

Brian & Joan Williams 
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A1032 TU Christy Bailey 

 

A1033 TU Jim Mattson 

 

AI032 TU 

From: 
Sent: ~~~~~y~~I:icn i J, JJ i J I jj JIJI 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: F35 Training base in Tucson 

I am for it in every way. Where I live A-10's fly over all the time. I run out to 100k~ a 
them and HEAR the noise they make. I am looking forward to the F3S's flying over GE-3 

my house so that I can run out and see them too. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To 

JJeanesaay, Marcn 14, 2012 11 :56 AM 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 Training Mission 

AI033TU 

David Martin and Kim Farnof 
As a resident of Tucson Az I would welcome the F35 training mission at TIA, as youj 

know we have the l - climate 2-land 3- air space 4- range 5- facilities that are now available GE-3 
for use. BRING THE F35 TO TUCSON 

JIM MATTSON --
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A1034 TU Bill Davenport, Margaret Davenport, Patricia Davenport 

 

 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

~~i~~a~~~~~~~IJJ, JJ iJ it iIJI 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 Training 
Deceased great horned owl, 2026 E 3rd Sl.docx 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof: 

AI034 TU 

We live on the proposed flight path for the F35 Training. The plane is so noisy that we suggest that you locate the ] GE-I 
training out of our urban environment, possibly at a desert location somewhere. 

We believe that the F35 will further harm the birds in our community which are already precarious. We attach a photo oj 
an apparently healthy great horned owl that we found dead underneath a palm in our front yard. We are often overflown BI-5 
by AID's and I suspect that they are involved in this and other bird life problems. 

We think that Air Force must have a better A35 training solution than overflying our community and the university next] GE-I 
door. 

Thank you for your time. 

Yours very truly. 

Bill Da~'en~lortl •• 

Al 034 TU 
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A1035 TU Rebecca A. Spann 

 

A1036 TU Dr. Michael Stone 

 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

AI035 TV 

Rebecca Spann ____ 

Thursday, March~ 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 

I think we need those planes here in TUcso;] GE-3 
Rebecca A 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

~~~~~~,\iarcn i J, JJ i J I a 2M 
AETC/A7P Workflow 
F35 

Dear Mr Martin and Ms F arnot-

AI036TU 

I would like to express my support for the Air National Guard forming it's training 1 
facilities in Tucson Arizona. I think it would be a significant asset to our comn:~mt'j GE-3 

and would like to express my warm welcomes to the group that would make Its 
home here in Tucson. 

Sincerely, 
Dr Michael Stone 
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March 5, 2012 

Mr. David Martin , Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DE IS) Comments on Proposed bedding of the F-35A and Training at 
Holloman AFB (expansion) 

Dear Mr. David Martin: 

Sir, you failed miserably in including ANY of my comments and questions dealing with the Draft-EIS included i

J 
NP-3 

the document. My efforts to ensure that my written comments and questions were postmarked , and delivery NP-8 
certified before the required submission ending date must have been completely ignored. This MUST NOT 
HAPPEN AGAIN with the Final EIS! 

I have been a resident of Weed , New Mexico for the last 5 years. This is where I have built my home. I live in~ 
Weed, NM because it is affordable and because I love the quiet, privacy, space and wild creatures of this part of NO-36 
the mountains. I want to live in a healthy environment with clean air and clean water. I value my life and home in 
Weed and I have retired here. Key for me is the relaxed, peaceful mountains where I can walk quietly and enj 
nature as well as conduct my astronomical research. I operated a non-profit astronomical scientific research 
observatory just outside of Weed , New Mexico just off of Highway 24. The research telescopes and NO-61 
instrumentation are delicate and can be impacted by ground vibrations. Also as part of the observatory I operate 
photometers and spectrometers and any lingering atmospheric contaminants will affect the quality of those AQ-20 
observations and might even preclude the ability to use them for scientific data collection. 

I am disappointed that the USAF has failed to provide a reasonable amount of time for residents to read and ::J NP-12 
prepare comments and questions before calling the hearings in Weed , NM, that were held February,7,2012 orJo 
provide the surrounding communities such as Mayhill , NM or Pinon, NM with this information or even post NP-14 
notices. I am not sure why we were not notified of the issuance of the Draft-EIS process . 

When developing the draft Environmental Impact Statemenl (EIS) , the USAF failed to recognize that in my View:] 
the proposed F-35 basing at Holloman AFB (here after called "bedding") cannot be mitigated in terms of visual NP-3 
resources, safety, biological resources, air pollution, nOise, or impact on our water and our quality of life. There is 
NO DATA for the F-35A-specific flight paramelers or studies that have been conducted. How could ANYONE ] NP-29 
make an informed decision about the best alternatives, as presented? There is NOT an alternative in the Draft- DO-23 
EIS that has bedding at Holloman without over flights in the mountains and this is a travesty I There SHOULD be] 00-25 
an alternative that beds the F-35A in Holloman but restricts/prevents lOW-level , high-speed over flights in the ~ 
mountains in the expanded MTRs. Also the supersonic flights in the "Cowboy" flight areas need to be limited in] 60 
altitude to flight altitudes that are below the DOD and FCC's minimum noise levels in dB not dBA or dBC to 00-
prevent hearing damage and potential hearing loss. 

Since I, and many of my neighbors, are on a limited income, I believe that the costs of moving would be IJ SO-I 
unaffordable and unfair, and I am very concerned about how the F-35 expansion will affect my property value. 
have noticed that the USAF often uses generalizations about noise not affecting property values. The USAF ] 
must study, specifically, property in quiet, peaceful mountains that have been turned into a high noise training SO-43 
area, then analyze and publish the findings for the changes in property values in constant dollars. Discussing 
changes in property values in an urban or non-mountainous location is not a VALID or CORRECT analysis. 
Weed, NM and all the surrounding mountain communities are unique in this respect and MUST be treated as 
such. 

I have several concerns and questions regarding the proposed expansion F-35 operations over Weed. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) comments: 

AestheticsNisual Resources : 

AI037 HO 

Weed is unique in its long vistas, clear skies, dark night skies, limited light and air pollution, and 
beautiful , undisturbed landscape. What impacts will the proposed expansion have on the aesthetic and::J BI-22 
visual resources within the view shed of Weed on either a temporary or permanent basis? How will thiS] SO-7 
impact the vitally needed revenue from seasonal hunters, vacationers and travelers? 

Airspace/Air Traffic: 

The USAF has already allowed too many over flights in Weed causing a disruption to wildlife and peace::J NO-8 
and quiet. In addition , over flights pose the danger of a crash on the civilian population and possible wileD SA-3 
fires. The EIS should fully describe the total number of over flights, how they will be distributed (over a 
week and over a 24 hour period), type of aircraft, times of day and night, flight patterns , noise pollution , ::J DO-23 
and impacts on wildlife and how crashes will be handled and who will pay damages. What additional ::J BI-11 
resources will be made available to mitigate the FIRE and EMERGENCY situations that will inevitably ] 
result? The mountains are staffed with VOLUNTEER firefighters and as such are very limited In SA-24 
numbers , equipment available and capabilities. 

Environmental Justice: 

Weed, NM is a rural , low-income community with limited services and a significant number of retired and] 
disabled persons who cannot afford to move. What would be the potential adverse economic impacts on ~(tfO 
Weed residents and the mountain community as a whole? I feel that this is an UNFAIR and EJ-4 
PREJUDITIAL action aimed at the low-income and retirees in the mountains who have not the financial 
resources or ability to "fight back" in a court of law. That said I feel that this issue may have to be JGE-14 
elevated to such a situation at great expense and time involvement. Realize that WE DO HAVE THE 
TIME to dedicate to this effort and will continue in all avenues required. What have been the ] EJ-13 
environmental and economic impacts on other communities like Weed which are subjected to the 
pollution and noise but are many miles from the benefiting airbase? Once again I understand that the 
USAF has in the past used generalities to gloss over the impact on the local economy. AVERAGES that] 
are neither meaningful nor accurate are often used to DILUTE the TRUE effects of this action. Rural SO-43 
Weed is not a city. It is unique. It is far from the Holloman Air Force Base with little benefit from 
Holloman's operations. The analysis should be specific to the area affected ; Weed, NM in the 
Sacramento Mountains. In addition I understand that chaff, flares, lasers and electronic countermeasureO SA-2S 
will be used over the Weed area. Where will the debris land? What will the impact to the "satellite based" 
and wireless data communications that are often the ONLY METHOD of Internet connectivity be? ::J DO-13 
WHERE IS THE DATA ON THE COUNTERMEASURES to be used? An analysis of the likely impact ] SA-2S 
from chaff (based on altitude and winds) must be made and maps constructed for citizens impacted. Will 
some areas be saturated with debris due to local wind / topography? I ask the same for flares. Laser 
hazards must be addressed and made available to stakeholders. The military HAS STATED that the 
accuracy of data from flares and chaff is inaccurate in mountain local wind situation and that the stated 
minimum altitude for flare and chaff operations are not acceptable as the wind shears can down the 
ordinance rapidly. 

Noise: 

To date, the USAF has failed to adequately respond to the community's complaints about over flights of 
military aircraft. This noise has a great negative impact on our peace, quiet and quality of life. The EIS 
must fully evaluate and address all potential for noise associated with the proposed alternatives and its 
impacts on public health , quality of life and wildlife and "taking" of life quality. There is NO f-35A NOISE 
DATA included in the Draft-EIS that can be used to adequately evaluate this issue. WHERE are the 
NUMBERS? Elgin AFB has flown the F-35A and those numbers are NOT included in this document. 
Why not? It is not possible to evaluate and determine the best course of action for bedding the F-35A 
WITHOUT THIS MISSING DATAl 

Public Health and Safety: 

Besides concerns about public safety as it applies to hazardous materials and wastes, the EIS must 
analyze all potential impacts including potential accidents. What impact will the addition of aircraft, 
personnel and armaments have on the public safety? What USAF safeguards will be in place? What 
USAF resources will be available for fire suppression? How quickly will the USAF resources be made 
available in the Sacramento Mountains? What availability (time and resources) should there be? What 
mitigation will the USAF offer? Chaff can degrade into small particle that may cause lung damage. The 
USAF must study chaff deterioration over time and address the impact on animal and human health. 

:::J SA-26 

]SA-25 

::J DO-63 
::JNO-36 
::J DO-63 
=:JNO-4 

JNO-42 

] NP-29 

=:J 00-67 

::J SA-29 

JSA-24 

JDO-68 
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Tons of chaff may be dumped over private land in the Weed area. Again I understand that studies to date 
have not addressed chaffs long term health issues. If the over flight could cause potential fire hazardi:] SA-24 
then living on a ridge top with one way in and out is of serious concern to me. WHERE IS THE DATA 
specific to the F-35A flight operations and ordinance? Why IS It not Included? Words like J 

The F-35A IS expected to use the Mobile Jettison Unit (MJU)-61 /B tralllmg flares It IS Similar to the 
M-206 and MJU-7/B flares currently used 10 the trallllllg alfspace by legacy alfcraft " DO-69 

Is telling a falsehood at least from the documentation that I have found at vanous Internet and 
governmental sites ThiS IS very diSingenuous at best 

Relating a specific occurrence of a sonic boom impact; two summers ago I was working in my shop wit 
a table saw when a high-energy, focused sonic boom occurred directly over my house. The event startled 
me to the pOint of nearly having a serious accident while cutting on the saw. I looked around and saw no 
immediate threat but then I turned my thought to my house and wife inside that is across the ridge about 
100 yards. I thought that the hot water heater had exploded and ran to see what damage and injury had 
occurred . To my relief there was no explosion or fire involving the house and my wife was just as 
concerned about me in the shop thinking that it had exploded. I have since developed a condition of 
hypertension and required going through a cardiac catheterization procedure, the results of which are 
uncertain. It seems that my physical state had been altered since these events have been occurring, not 
that I am directly relating the two. Should events like this happen in the future I am afraid that it might 
have a serious affect on my heart issues. What studies have been conducted in the very recent past 
addressing this type of situation especially in secluded, quite rural mountain areas? What specific F-35A 
data has been collected, disseminated and evaluated as evidence in the damages caused by rapid-onset 
noise from over flights? The F-35A, in one document, is stated as generating 133 dB at elevations of 500 

NO-94 

feet AGL and speeds of 500 knots. Table 2.2-3 tells us that we can expect flights over us at 100 feet AG 
Where is the F-35A data for the noise generated by this aircraft at this altitude under the various flight ] NO-24 
operating parameters that will be used? 

Recreation: 

I am very concerned that noise, including but not limited to sonic booms will reduce enjoyment of the ] SO-7 
mountains and reduce hunting and tourism. What will the USAF do to monitor and insure this does not 
happen? The EIS should also discuss the impact to recreation and what it will do to mitigate the ] 27 
community losses. Again, the USAF has in the past used generalities to gloss over the impact on the LU-
local economy. An analysis is needed for Weed's specific location in the Sacramento Mountains. There] 's 
NO DATA about the F-35A specific to these important areas of concern, WHY NOT? The Air Force has 
this data but refuses to provide it in detail for the various bedding alternatives. How can anyone make a SO-43 
knowledgeable and informed decision about the true impacts of one bedding scenario over another? 
This is ludicrous! 

Socioeconomics: 

Local real estate agents have discussed a potential for the USAF operations expansion over Weed to ] SO-43 
have an adverse impact on property values. How will the over flights expansion affect my property value 
and the real estate market in Weed? What socioeconomic impacts have other base expansions had on] SO-44 
other surrounding communities? I am very concerned about how the F-35 expansion will affect my 
property values. I have noticed that USAF often uses generalizations about noise not affecting property J 
values. The USAF must study, specifically, property in qUiet, peaceful mountains that has been turned 
into a high noise training area (I understand that the F-35A will be at least three times noisier than an F- SO-43 
16). Then analyze the change in property values in constant dollars. Discussing changes in property 
values in an urban or non mountainous area is not a correct analysis, Weed , NM is unique. Actually what 
is needed are the REAL f-35A noise data that IS NOT INCLUDED IN THE Draft-EIS! 

Another unique feature of rural Otero County is its clear skies. Numerous observatories make the l 
Weed, NM area home. Indeed astronomy and observatories are one of Weed's growth industries. 
80th chaff and flare use will harm this industry. Chaff is designed to remain airborne for long periods NO-61 
interfering with the clear unobstructed view that is best for observations. Flares blot out an entire AQ-20 
spectrum for observation. Observatories here are active day and night. In addition, telescopes are 
sensitive to vibration and any atmospheric contaminations especially in the line of sight to objects 

At037 HO 

observatory operations (from flight operations as well as sonic and focused sonic booms) including NO-61 
under study. Any analysis by the USAF must take into account 'V ibration caused degradation of J 
phYSical damage to present observatories to include evaluations of any chaff deployments over or AQ:;O 
near the observatories and in line of sight of any potential astronomical objects under study. coni 

Economic analYSis must include the opportunity cost to the community from future observatory ] SO-15 
basing in Otero County from loss in environmental quality from USAF operations. 

Water Resources: 

I am extremely concerned about the impact of the proposed alternatives on our water quality and ] IN-2 
availability. Exactly where will the USAF obtain the water it plans to use for expansion, how much water 
will be used and what impact will that usage have on our aquifers and access to water? What impact wi In SW-4 
flares and chaff have on water resources? What damage will occur to animals? What impact to the ~ 
forest? All estimates must consider drought and other potential water shortages. In the Draft-EIS it is :J IN-2 
stated that water rationing will occur on the base and how is that acceptable in any way? If the water is ] IN-3 
NOT currently available what is the PLAN TO MITIGATE this situation? 

Sonic Booms and Noise: 

I understand that past EIS have used many misleading numbers. "Average" noise and "average" sonic ] 
boom pressures, "average" number of booms per month, do not accurately represent the impact to 
residents under the training area. It is unfair of the USAF to use these kind of numbers as a sale NO-25 
measure of noise on citizens (as an example: I have experienced eleven (11) severe sonic booms in a 
forty-seven (47) minute period yet the USAF F-22 EIS indicated an average of fewer than one a day). It 
is again unfair to compare noise level changes in the context of an urban environment when Weed, NM :J SO-43 
is rural with no noise except USAF operations. Analysis should include the maximum noise levels, ] 
account for focused sonic booms while using rural noise levels as a basis. It must include how the USAF NO-45 
will mitigate these issues. 

Damages: 

The USAF has (and continues) to claim responsiveness to damage claims. Weed, NM is a rural , low
income community with limited services and a significant number of retired and disabled persons who 
cannot afford to go to Federal Court for claims settlement. Has the USAF at Holloman acted in good 
faith? What percent of claims submitted are "allowed" from Holloman AFB? How does this compare to 
the other USAF bases? What assurances do the rural poor in our area have that the USAF will not (and 
has not) acted knowing we have little recourse? 

I expect to be notified in writing at every step in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and that 
my comments will be fully addressed and INCORPORATED into the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). I 
would like my comments/communication incorporated into the administrative record. Please find my contact 
information below. 

In conclUSion, I recommend that the USAF extend the comment period for an additional 60 days to allow the 
mountain communities to read and evaluate the current Draft-EIS documentations in their entirely and produce 
and distribute detailed and accurate maps of the proposed alternatives to include all proposed flight operations 
and over flight paths with expected altitude and speed information. 

I , 

cc: US Senator Jeff Bingaman 
US Senator Tom Udall 
US Congressman Steve Pearce 

]

EJ-3 
GE-25 

] 
NP-7 
NP-8 

] NP-12 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI038 BO 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the 0Iaft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section 01 
!he EIS, please identify Ihat location. You may submit your comments in any of !he following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at !he commenliable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to !he court reporter during !he open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Marlin, Air FOICEI Conlraclor, and Kim Fornol 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 21~2-5649 
Email: aelc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All cornmenlll on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the oIIIcfal leconi. All comments will be addressed In the Final EI5. 

Public comments are llIQuested ptJISUanllo the National Environmental Policy Act. 42 United Stales Code 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Fona/ EIS preparation. Your provision of private 

address infoonation with your comment is wlunlary. Your private addll!SS infoonation wiU not be released in the Final EIS.or for 
ooyother purpose. unless llIQuired by law. _, your private addll!SS infoonation will be used to compile the mailing lis! for 

the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information wiD result in your nane not being included on the dislribulion list. 

Name: ,;?V4I"JUu/'k / PAZ)" C~v'M 
Organization/AffIliation: 
Add ..... :· ____ _ 

n A./&/'O(? f- A'1,l Cot--en F,'e Ie<. 10 I-i.Q eokh-lid' 
Ne w A£,.,A ·.fel f./OU/ d. !J e. derls NA Ie ,,( I No.j-

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use Ihis sheello provide your commenls on Ihe Draft EIS. If your comment refers 10 a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify thatiocation. You may submil your comments in any of the follo";09 ways: 

1) Tum in Ihis form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter dun09 the open house session or public heanng. 
2) Mail. fax or email comments to: 

David Martin , Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official recond. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act. 42 United States Code 4321. et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information 'Nill not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing'list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will resun in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: (3 G S'-t eo V e. h S 

Organization/Affiliation: _______________________ _ 

Address:· ___________________________ _ 

City, State, Zip Code: Kollell N \AlAR V£-r 

Comments: i'>, cise. P-.,cI f'1e.. ShG"''! R<'sP€c,-t I~-': Ar> w>"d FCrlces~ 
Ab ,1 Net c r y eve.r ,ret "'c,se O r-. B e,S"- A1"" PO"1"t.. 1"A-ay GE-3 

[..!co.'iJ "re~ly c-ry If ih ... y HilJ to GcW'iJ,por .,JH. USA,. 

"·Please print - Additional space is provided on the back m 

Visit www.F-3SATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS 
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03 .' 10 ; 201213:18 FAX 

FAX TO: 210 652 5649 

March 9, 2012 

David Martin, Airforce Contractor 
Kim Fornof 
HQAETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

CA~ON 

Patricia WiJcomb -
AI040BO 
IiIJ 001 

RE: United States Air Force Public Hearing Comment - F-3SA Training Base, Boise, ID 

I am a resident of the Hillcrest neighborhood near Gowen Field in Boise, Idaho, and I alTIl 
opposed to basing F-35A aircraft at Gowen Field for the following reaSOns: . -.J GE-4 

The Primary functions of the Defense Department and Air Force are to protect and save 
Our American quality of life and property values. Locating the F-35As at Gowen will ~ 
de~eat the tlrst function by imposing extremely loud noise on the 10,119 residents in the NO-U 
VICInIty of the flIght patterns forcmg them to change theIr lIfestyle to Withstand the NO-36 
noise. Further, the FM declaration that 6958 acres in the vicinity will be declared "unfit 
for residential use" will disadvantage homeowners by making their homes hard to sell] 
and decrease the assessed valuation all most of the taxing districts in Boise, Meridian SO-I 
and all of Ada County, requiring all of the taxpayers in those taxing districts to make up 
the tax shortage year after year. 

I am strongly opposed to the potential noise impact on our community, and believe it iSl GE-4 
up to the Air Force to avoid disrupting our lifestyles and diminishing our property -.J SO-1 
values and tax base by keeping the F-3SAs out of Gowen Field. There are better 10catiOjS 
for the F-35As to be based that are not so disruptive to our way of life and property GE-l 
values and the Air Force should make use of those locations. 

C?~~~~ 
Patricia Wilcomb 

F-3SA Comments-Pat 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to pro>ide your com""",ts on the Draft EIS. II your comment relernto a specific page or section 01 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may subm~ your com""",ts in any 01 the Iollo";ng ways: 

1) Tum in this lorm at thecom"""'lIable before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the coort reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

Oa>id Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EtS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant 10 the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 Un~ed States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
'Mitten comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing ·Iist for 

::~I EIS diSil"'/l;' (~~ 10 ppJ Lchn~'lf'lJon .. II r.sufi in your name nol beirg included on !he dislribution list. 

Address:'" 

AI041 TV 

Comments: ______ ~-7--------__ ------------~~------~~--~----_,r_-
oZ.., '') / ? /~ ,1;-, ?,. :~Y~ ] NO 0 

~~~~~7L~~~~------~Lk~~~~~~~~~~~~a=-~/~u~~~·;~~· ~-J~. ~ 
~~~~~~~~-L~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

~~~~~~--~~------~~--~----~~~~ 
,,0 cP-?/f~A'';'''t' l 

~~,.....!....1:!..~=L---.f~=O':');-'""':...J.!C:;7~~~~~~7---':...::.~<2!1z,:...~-.0"'<- ~?JNO-36 

t V"1)' C' c/(.. W / -

ti/w /d 1f t",;Ce ·- /<: i )/-" ' 7 ,)..,,(/ d:0c <'",';;' Jk 

N' "'- ;, -- th'JM. ',.</ '-' WtJ-t.<-t,,;;'" ' ,L .It. " -,,,.( 

- Please print - Additional space is provided on the back. *-
Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

*Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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United States Air Fore&. 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI042 BO 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part ofthe official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Gode 4321, et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: , . ! \ I D 17' H VC 71- / 

Address:* _____ _ 

Comments: _~c+-" ...... e .... ,.:.7~oloC.L...otfz'--lo-='.LJtC""-"-'Ii.v.::..!d~ ___________ ____ __ _ 

- Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.-

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EIS. 

AI042 BO 

March 5, 2012 
Comments on the F-35A Training Base in Boise Idaho: 

Early in February I heard on the evening news that there was to be Public Hearings on the 
Environmental Impact study that had been done on the F-35A fighter jets coming to 
Boise, ID. Two years ago I heard something about the possibility of this happening but 
then heard the decision was made that they would be going elsewhere. This was my first 
awareness that a "Scope" study had been done two years ago and this impact study had 
been done based on public concerns and now we were to hear the answers to the public 
concerns. 

I not only went to the web site www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for information but I 
emailed my Idaho Dist. 18 legislator and asked if she could put discussion of the F-35 on 
the agenda for her next meeting with her constituents which was later in the week. She 
wrote back that she had put it on the agenda and that she had also talked with someone 
from the Air Guard at Gowen Field who would come speak: with us and answer 
questions. Five members from the Air Guard Station came to not only that meeting on 
the east side of the district but again to the meeting on the west side a few weeks later. I 
ended up going to both meetings for after the first meeting I had more questions and it 
gave me more time to study the EIS and to develop more questions. I not only read for 
hours on line but went to the public library to review the hard copy and spent 90 minutes 
making notes and then copying charts from Chapter 2 of the EIS that compared the 
impact on each of the four alternatives, Boise AGS, Holloman AFB, Luke AFB and 
Tucson AGS. These are the same charts that are on pages 70-83 of the Draft Executive 
Summary of the EIS that I received at the Public Hearing on February 27,2012. It is 
these charts that I will discuss in my concerns about basing the F35 Training in Boise. 

On page 70 and 71 of the Draft Executive Summary, it starts with Noise, the most 
frequent complaint I heard at the two public hearings I attended. The over 65 decibels 
(dB) with 72 jets would increase from the baseline number of 142 residents currently 
affected to 10,000 residents. Tucson would also have an increased effect but Holloman 
AFB and Luke AFB would decrease. Speech interference would also increase at all but 
Luke AFB. Sleep disturbance with awakening at least once a night is a problem in Boise 
and Tuscon but not at Holloman or Luke. Potential Hearing Loss is only in Boise with no 
change at the other three. 

Socioeconomics was the next most frequently discussed concern at the public meetings. 
Although I am all for increased jobs the Draft Executive Summary charts on page 78-791 SO-21 
do not discuss exactly where these jobs will come from except for temporary constructi<2ll1 
jobs but it does say the noise generated by F-35A flight operations has the potential to J 
adversely impact property values for those 10,000 residents in the "not suitable for 
residential use" zone. Do temporary jobs balance permanent loss of property value with 
the potential of not being able to sell my home since I would not be able to tolerate the SO-l 
noise? I can hear my porch light go on and off and I can hear the air balloons go over my 
house and I am easily awakened. I will not be able to tolerate air flight training with 
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A1043 TU Joe Bredau, Patricia Bredau 

 

AI042BO 

constant intermittent noise. The charts state there is no impact on property values at any 
of the other three sites. 

Another big concern mentioned at these public meetings was quality of/ife. Boise is a ~ 
great place to enjoy the out of doors and raise children. It is safe to use our parks and we NO-36 
have lots of outside recreation available all year long. Our sports complex where kids fill 
the fields all summer will be disturbed, our outdoor Shakespeare Theatre is at the edge of 
the NSFR U map, enjoying picnics and cooking out of doors will be limited. What aboUj 
the decrease in business at our shopping area that is within the wne? What will remain SO-18 
attractive to bring new business to Boise. 

I do not believe that the majority of residents in Boise or the majority of residents in the] 
NSFRU are really aware of what the "training" entails and our news media has not 
explained it for maybe they are not aware either. They are not aware this would be DO-37 
multiple take off and landings an hour and some at night. They are not aware of how 
many planes would be in the air all day or how much louder these jets are than our 
current air traffic noise. They do not realize it will interfere with speech, add pollution t£JNO-3/AQ-11N0-11 
the air and have an effect on our entire city and big portion of our. state. It would still be] 
helpful If several F-35 ' s could come to BOIse and practice theIr flIght patterns so we GE-2 
could actually hear the impact rather than make assumptions. 

In almost every area of these charts of the four alternative sites, Boise is the most affecte~ 
adversely. It doesn't make sense to have to spend money to fix the problems it creates GE-I 
and have some issues such as property values unfixable. For these reasons I feel Boise is 
not the most appropriate place to station the F35A Training Base. 

r wu: L)LOP me .. ,,;')A 

AI043 TV 

Page I of I 

From: Joe Bredau ••••••• 
To: aecta7cp.inbox <aect.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil> 

Cc: joebredau •••••• 
Subject: Fwd: Stop the F35A 

Date: SIIn. Mar 4. 2012 10:27 am 

---_ .. __ .. _-- _._-----_._--

David Martin, Air FOrce Contractor and Kim Fomof: Greeting from Tucson Arizona. 

My name is Joseph Bredau and I live in the landing path of the Tucson International Airport, iJ 
the community of Starr PaSlt .. I $M a04 \'Ie;¥a~'~~~iat1tle~ 
United, Southwest, American,Delta and·a tew others. The sound is loud at times, but not NO-I 
screaming loud like the. F15's, F16'S,. F1S's and a Mirage now and the which also use the same 50-1 
general areas to ~ke off and land. By the way, if there were more Mirage flying I would have to 
sell my home and I am sure others WOUld too. The F35A ·is loudef than the F16 Or the Mirage. 

Anyway, Tucson is supposed to be a "Green" City; recycle, bike paths, low light, control of air] GE-13 
pollution and I would expect control of sound pollution as well . Loudness drives people crazy. 
This is not me speaking, but the Mental Illness Advisory Board. Loudness is used in prisoner J 
situation where they want to co.ntrol people and their minds just t? get infonnation. Sound. NO-6 
producmg affects are beIng tested to stay off crowds m not situatIons because of ItS controlhng 
effect on the brain and the body. Okay; these are a stretch, but reality none the less. 

I have no idea how loud an F16 is, but when it backs down its after burner (or whatever you 
call it) to come in for a landing you would think you are being attacked. The loud rumble and 
cracking is irrotating and unsettling. And, I am in a nice neighborhood in the Tucson 
Mountains. The F-35A is reported to be 35%-40% louder than the F16. I have heard the 
recordings .. .. .... you have to be kiddingl 

] NO-S 

] NO-I 

that should have been moved outside the city 20 years ago and pollute the community with GE.4 
You want to fly an F35A over a cramped city of less than 1,000,000 people into a landing area] 

unreasonable and unbearable sound noise just so you can play your war games with other 
countries and a few weekend warriors. Forget it! 

I have attended two of the presentation for the F35A to be accepted. In both cases you had 
more against it than for it. 

Find somewhere else to fly the F35A, not Tucson. Hollowman sounds like a nice choice. New ] GE-I 
Mexico is a nice place to visit and the F35A will be really comfortable on an Air Force Base . 

Thanks for reading this . 

Joe Bredau 
Patricia Bredau 

. j~~~t~ 
}~I bt,{f I 

6(f1fri .',,£e(~ 1# 
~olfY 

1 /.1/') (\1') 

NP-40 
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A1044 BO Charles and Francie Link 

 

AI043 TU 

Th~ Air Forc e Invites You to Attend Public Hearings for the ~.~~., .. 6 ..... · __ ..... ~.I 
~) r 0 p u) c? d Pi lot T r Cl i n i nbC e n t er and Bo sin 9 ~ ~ ., -r ~ 
of t 35A Troinin~,J Aircraft [=IS 

• • •• • (II 

At(~nd ,my o f the rhr~e puhlic 

hlCarin;,.'> ~nd submit oral or 

wri[(cJl comm cn[~ . Air Forc(' 

reptesent.a t ives wi ll be aVJ ilahl~ 

d uring the opt'n ho use sC'~sio n 

[ 0 provide illf~)rmJti ll n llld 

answer questio ns rela r~d to th e 

DLlft EIS . 

.. 
» Visi t th e Cop per Queen . Satfo rd C ity. 

Craham C o untv, Sa n Carlos. Sinra 
VistJ an d Vakn'cia publ ic lih rari es [(l 

v iew a paper w pv " fth ,' Draft £ IS. 

)- Suhmir wrirtc'l1 cunlm c' nf.s ( t1 : 

D ,j\'id :-"lanin , Air FMcc C,'"tracror, 
an d Ki m Forno I' 

HQAETC/A7CPP 
» Vis it the project wehs ite at 2(,(, F Srree t W Cq , Bldg . 90 ] 

~~!-35ATr~~~,,~ ..Jl;u~~X-?K 1 5lJ -4 .3 J·) 
t tl learn more: or ti, d ow nlo ad a 

Feb. 21, 2012 Feb. 22, 2012 
Windemere Holel ?. Cont (~I'ence Ho liday Inri Ho te l 8. SuitE', 
Cen ter e ro r,c! Bolk oom [I'eson Ailpo, j North BoilroonJ 
2047 S. Highway 92 4550 S. Po lo 'verue Rood 
\ ;6'[0 Vis ta . AZ 85635 Il.1cson. AZ 857 14 

David Martin & Kim F omof 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F St. W., Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Dear M. Martin & M. Fomof: 

AI044 BO 

Charles & Francie Link -March 6,2012 

Re: Relocation ofF-35s 

In response to the proposal to base F-35s at Gowen Field in Boise, ID ... No! No! No!.=J GE-4 

An urban environment is no place to be flying fighter jets with such high documented ] 
noise levels. And a responsible government that wants to protect its citizens shouldn1t NO-37 

even consider a base next to !!!!£ urban developed are~ regardless of its size. 

If the strategic placement of this base indicates that Idaho is a preferred location, why nJt 
Mountain Home AFB, located miles from the nearest populated density? It stands to GE-12 
reason that MHAFB was established at that site primarily due to its open and expansive GE-l 

geography. 
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A1045 LU LeRoy Watts 

 

A1046 BO Daniel Bonaminio 

 

March 6,2012 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor and Kim Fornof, HQ AECC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bodg. 901 
Randolph AFB, "fX 78150-4319 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Kornof, 

A1045 LU 

I am writing this letter to express my concerns about the F-35A jet coming to Luke 
Air Force Base, Arizona. My concerns are in two areas. 

First, the noise. I have no idea about how loud the F-35A is. I have hea~d fro] 
twice as loud to as much as ten times as much. The same amount of nOise ~s NO-l 
the F-16 is too much. It is impossible to hold a conversatio.n on a cell ph.one In NO-8 
our back yard if a F-16 is taking off to the North. The landing of a F-16 IS a . NO-3 

Ru~saAee, r:>aftiGWally·late at R~Rt 

I would suggest that as many as possible F-35As be brought to Luke and make J 
takeoffs and landings. The noise levels could be measured and compared to th.:J GE-2 
F-16. 

My second area of concern is the wisdom of flying a supers~nic high .powered je] 
aircraft with a pilot trainee over hig~ly populate~ ar.eas such IS found In the 
Western Phoenix area. Since moving to Sun City In 1998 there have been at SA-2 

least 20 crashes of F-16s. It is fortunate that none of these have been a 
populated area. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

~?, tuatf;!;--
LeRoy Watts 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Turn in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14,2012, to ensure they become 
part ofthe official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infomnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: ;../ I - 0 

AI046 BO 

Study for the Boise, Luke, Tucson, and HolIoman Air Force 
Training sites is seriously flawed with errors, omissions, and shoddy work, and cannot be used as the basis 
for the Final EIS or NEPA Recorded of Decision. There are too many serious deficiencies that must be NP-13 
addressed first as outlined in the list below. I am requesting an indefinite stoppage/postponement of the 
NEPA process until the deficiencies in the Draft EIS are corrected. 

I. There are no definitive DB loudness boundary maps, studies or numbers published for the F_35~ 
Perform them if you have not done so, or publish them if you have them. As the off-site loudness 
has been shown to cause hearing damage, it is essential that the area maps show DB magnitudes at NO-4 
all sensitive locations. These measures or estimates already exist since they are required to 
develop the DNL measures which are listed for all sensitive locations . 

2. Over 10,000 residents .wilI fi~d ~eir hom7s re~l~ssified as "Not Suitable for Residential Use" if] 
the F-35s are brought tn. ThiS WlII result tn mIllions of dollars of lost property value. It is SO-2 
essential that a full house by house appraisal and valuation be done. Who is responsible to do 
this? 

3. Ove~ 1,.000 resi~ents will be exposed to very high noise levels due to the unusually close j NO-4 
proxlmlt.Y of resIdential ~ouses to the runways. 1,400 afterb~er take offs will Occur annually. It NO-5 
IS essential that a full nOIse study be done of the afterburner nOIse situation. 

-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ... • 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

'Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F ·35A Training Basing EIS. 
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AI046 BO 

4. 4 schools and 13-day care centers will be in very high DNL and noise magnitude areas. What ]NO-95 
mitigations will be done to avoid deteriorating learning levels? This must be studied in depth. EJ-l 

5. The world health organization states that DNL levels of 50 and above can cause health and mental] NO-4 
problems. It is essential that the EIS include boundary maps for 50DNL, 55 DNL, and 60 DNL~ 

6. Several thousand residents will be exposed to DNL and sound magnitudes above the 65 DNL. J NO-4 
Multi DNL boundary maps and studies are needed for 70 DNL, 75 DNL, 80 DNL, 85 DNL, and ~g~~1 
~ 85 DNL. Also, what mitigations will be used to avoid the severe health, mental, and financial GE-20 
Impacts. 

7. In order for individual homeowners to understand their options, a residence by residence list of:iITl SO-2 
properties and any and all A vigation Easements that encumber each property is required. ~ 

8. Present clarification of the "No Action Alternative." Does this mean all four locations will 
continue to be candidates for basing F-35s as additional planes become available? JDO-l 

9. What are the next steps in the bed down process after the final EIS? Will actions be taken to :::JNP-l 
reconcile the airspace and land use conflicts that are identified in the EIS? Will Joint Use Land] LU-l 
Studies be authorized? Will zoning ordinances in conflicted areas be enforced. Will rezoning 
occur? Will a program be initiated to move residences out of the 65DNL, 70 DNL, 75 DNL, 80J SO-3 
DNL, 85 DNL, and> 85 DNL areas identified in the EIS? 

10. Will the Air Force bring several F-35s to Boise to conduct a typical daily training routine of 50 J 
sorties. Take off 5 times under full afterburner. Take off and land at night 5 times. Measure the GE-2 
loudness. Let the residents of all of the Boise Valley hear the future for themsel ves. If the Air 
Force is unwilling to do this, please list the reasons why. 

11. The EIS states that the F-35s I Boise will contribute over 250 tons of Carbon Monoxide to the ar] 
around the Boise Airport. This is over 250% more than allowed by EPA rules. The Air Force 

. mitigation is to request an exemption from the rule. This does nothing to address the CO impact. AQ-3 
Analysis of the health impacts on residents, especially children is required, as are the fmancial 
impacts of Boise becoming EPA non compliant on Air Quality standards. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the foliOlMng ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS ~ust be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide s ch information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name:~~~~~~~~~SL ____________________________________ _ 

- Please print - Additional space is provided on the back.

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EtS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please Klentify that location. You may submit your com""nts in any of the folk>Mng ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the oomment table before you leave tonight. 
2) ProvKle oral com""nts to the court reporter dunng the open house session or publ~ heanng. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETClA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 761504319 
Fax: 21().652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cpjnbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be poatmart.ed cr received by March 14, 2012, to ensul'& they become 
part of the official record. Alt comments .. It be adKIressed In the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuanllo the National Envroomenlal Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , el seq. All 
written corrvnenis received during the comment period -MIl be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. Ho'M'lver. your private address infonnalJjo will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. FaWure to provide such ioformation wiU result in ~ur name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: C b "VlM Bue,.,stetfu 

'-Please prinl- Additional space is provided on back.· ... 

Visit WNW.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide)OOr mai~ng address to receiveMure notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI04980 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submfi your comments in any of the Iollov.;ng ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCfA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Droit EIS must be. postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, Ie ensure t~ey become 
part of the official record. Afl comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 Unfied States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonnation YJiIl not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonnation will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: S L. aro", LOIr';OQ 
Organization/Affiliation: 

Address:' -1 __ _ 

• Please pnnt - Additional space IS proVided on the back ..... 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.comforprojectinformationortodownload a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing CKldress to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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March 8, 2012 

Attn: David Martin and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West 
Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 
78150-4319 

RE: F-35 Proposal I Gowen Field, ID 

To Whom It May Concern: 

AI050BO 

I am writing to you to express my concerns and reservations regarding the bid for the F-35 
fighter jet at Gowen Field. I understand and appreciate the need for a strong and technologically 
advanced military, and have many friends and family members that served in the Anned Forces. 
That being said, the trade-offs and negative impacts Boise' s citizens will face in order to accep] 
this bid grossly outweigh the economic implications. The F-35's would greatly reduce the NO-36 
quality of life for thousands of families, decrease the value of their most prized asset, and place ~g:~ 1 

terrible burdens on the many local schools that would be affected by the detrimental increase in EJ-l 
noise and pollution. As a Bench resident, father, and person who takes pride in his state and hi 
home, I cannot support a move that infringes on personal freedoms while doing nothing to :::J GE-4 

further protect life and liberty. It is unconscionable to think the military is considering locatinJ 
tbe F-35 in a metropolitan area and doing measurable, irreparable harm to people and children GE-l 
when there are so many viable options that would not encroach on the liberties of the citizens 
that fund it. 

Thl~ur consideration, 

A~Carter ' 
Boise Resident 
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United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please record your comments on this fonm to let the U.S. Air F=-k.wlw what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development olthe F-35A Training Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You may submn your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this fonm at the Comment Table before you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this fonm to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received no later than March 14, 2012, to ensure they 
become part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl. 42 USC 4321. et seq. 1>J1 wriHen 
comments received during the comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparation. Your provision of private address 
infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Draft EIS or for any other 
purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Draft 

EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being induded on the distribution list. 

Name: .j£, :,>0,1(£\ \" O(V\~<A 

Address:' 

Comments: -:r 0.\'1'" o'f\"'?~ -10 ~ f -3SA ~1V1\~ J"o.K If' ROI~ ,3.t> 
\?o,>.ecl 0 (\ --\k -¥o\\C)\Mr"-,,) . 'T I,v e.. If' C\V\ C\L(4 0.\ (,,'';1'" I""f ",c-l-

JGE-4 

lAi,\'\..lf\ !A?I\-l' 0. ~1l,Q 0+ ~ C\.\vpov-\-.1\Nt f'\oi 'o' wll eli>,,,,,p"- ]N03 

~S~\!14'~:....:-' ~Co..!:l\.l2v,.e~--':"~~(\~\I1~·\'\.'.'CO+~I<>::cs::.:s~< ,::CI.~f'\-,!J~~ck.~G\..e1>.:~,::,:~'!:.. ':..Je~rQ.:::t:(?er'~"J+...\V!f:(~~\~v~e-,-. --J ~:it 
_---='1.\'=---'-\-IrI~'c.:c"---'-'1 ,>,--,,,,m-,-r~~~~cc-k,-,J~"--:::_~e,=,i<~(2et:::,;:v\-:::":""2-h.,,,,\,,-\ ",:('~O"-!VV\::l2:le~c.:'~C\:.:':-\',::o~r~-1O=,'-:.rc.._] 50-11 

64' £Kl~ or a pl U\ (\ -+0 I1'OV€ /1:< IAkA 0. e\«)f?~c\.. (/\..Y1K! ttLf =l 
..:\'-':..:h:....:If'I'=\~~"-,,~oe:O'o:!.:t..;:=::4,=_40::!::!.!v~a~( ... :.:;{oE.:::U1..=-,;ev~kS:..:.. ________ ----'-~J 00-35 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information and to download a copy of this 
comment form. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the Air Forces F-35A Training EIS. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS. please identify that location. You may submrt your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing 
2) Mail. fax or emaH comments to 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor. and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB. TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.lnbox@us.af.mil 

All comments ~n the Draft EIS must be postmar1<ed or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the officral record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 

wntten commen~ received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your prOvision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary Your private address Information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other pu~se, u~ less required by law. However. your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Fmal EIS d,stribution. Failure to provide such information will result in not being included on the distribution list 

Name: ---''-..::1L..L='2--~f-~'''-'''~~---':':=!..f..2~?:L~-:-_---,,.q._-:-~_ 

Address:' ____ _ 

"'Please print - Additional space is provided on the back .••• 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS,com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft E1S. 

'Provide your mailing address 10 receive future notices aboullhe F-3SA Training Basing EIS 
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United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-3SA Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI053BO 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submft your commenls in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this loon at the comment table belore you leave tonight 
2) Provide oral commenls to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomol 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 781504319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.al.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmar1led or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the offtclal record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public oomments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321 , et seq. All 
written oomments received during the oomment period will be considered during Final EIS preparalion. Your provision of private 
address information with your oomment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address informalion will be used to oompile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such informalion will result in your name not being induded on the distribution list. 

Name: >I I el:<I I< EkL£ groAN 

organizatjO;n/~AIII~I~latI~on~:~:::=::::::~~~=========== Address:" 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: ;:r.; :=rD3Q(':.\C7\"'i D PPQ'2E WL&-UNb T l=tl "? mO l m I N J 
DR AS OI!N P B OISE PiS FIN':! DTljER ESTI\ B,\ I ;sH ED GE-I 

B fSl P EblTIAL- CL)ylM,Jt"\IT'i IT Appee€-s --rD I-lA'It IM PG,,::, ? 

INU?ro\ :5l 5f2i>lT wID-I OI..lR S)( l sT1N C? wVGI)'-;--! DF klF'E :::::JNO-36 

DIE N D I S E) I M ee g o N \11:=,06\- g£oSOJ(2LF" 2 , ANP :oJ£- ~ 
WII DllfE; ,NC) J.lDIN6 :rll y ;7NB¥-f; R\)lE£, [z',QQ :;, L?F pp,PI 81-5 

ARm j fl l) co:.JC£F.r:! mE, 

·-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ....... 

Visit www.F-3SATrainlngEIS.com for project infonnalion or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training BaSing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheel 10 provide your oommenls on the Draft EIS. If your oomment releis 10 a specific page or section of 
Ihe EIS, piease lderlify lhallocation. You may submil your oomments in any of Ihe follo";ng ways: 

1) Tum in Ihis form at Ihe oommenltable before you leave lonight. 
2) Pro~de oral oomments 10 the oourt reporier during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax Of email oomments 10: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Slreel Wesl, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7co.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, el seq. AM 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infonnation will not be released in the Final EIS Of for 
any other purpose, u~less required by law. However, your private address information wi ll be used to compile the maYing list for 
the Filal EIS distribution. Fa~ure to provide such information ...... result in your name not be" 9 included on the distribution list. 

Name: l i.. 

Address:* 

·Provide your mailing address 10 receive future notices aboul !he F-35A Training Basing EIS. 
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A1055 HO 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax : 210-652-5649 
Email : aetc.a7cQ. inbox@ us.af.mil 

Name: Jack Kinsey 
Organizationl Affiliation: Weed Resident 
Address : 
City, State, Zip: 
Comments: 

It is a true shame, even having to voice opposition to the destruction of the] GE-4 
silence in the Southern Sacramento Mountains. 

I understand and truly do appreciate the need of a military and a prepared] 
defense. But is it required for all the citizens to be subjected to a daily noise NO-1 
assault. Was it ever even imagined as part of what it means to live .in 
America? It is doubtful and for sure over reaching . 

Having read parts of the draft EIS and attend a public forum it is very 
disheartening how all the concerns of the many residents in this large area of 
the Southern Sacramento Mountains were left unaddressed. Their concerns 
probably never will be addressed, it seems a Blind agenda , and the people of 
the U.s.A. lose. But so eventually will the military complex with an angered, 
dis-lilusioned electorate, voting with their smaller and smaller pocket books. 
Whether unable or unwilling to respond to the citizens concerns in this area, 
it can not even be regarded as a lowly denial of facing the truths of your 
oppressive actions. 

NO-2 

Have Dl!. or your superior ever even spent some quality time here in th~ 
Southern Sacramento Mountains, felt the peace and tranquility? To try to 
understand what this environment and the people are like, that which makes 
it thrive? Then to destroy the very principle you are sworn to protect " peace" NO-16 
with sonic booms & low flights, it seems a very odd & irrational behavior. 
Things we will remember when we vote. 

It appears there is no common sense in these times when it comes to somD 
branches of the government, justifying and ramming their " needs" & agenda 
over the very people they are to support & are employed by. Where did GE-13 

understanding, honor and decency go? 

On closing it must be mentioned again the potential hazards (iterated anD 
illuminated by many already, innumerable times) of fly over's & sonic booms SO-l 
to human beings, livestock, property and reduced property values. It is a ~~~6 
crime on this humanity, you can help, & it should be put to a stop~? 
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A1056 TU Judy Ham 

 

A1057 BO Sally Ponath 

 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fornof 

HQ AETCfA7CPP 

266 F Street West, Bldg, 901 

RandolphAFB, TX78150-4319 

RE: Proposed Pilot Training Center and Basing ofF-35A Training Aircrafts EISf 

Tucson resident concerns 

Dear Sirs: 

What?! There is a proposal to bring a louder airplane (the F-35) to Tucson. Are you 
insane!!! 

Look, my family has lived in this neighborhood since 1962. The airplanes flying 
overhead have significantly increased over the years and they keep getting louder and 
faster. I would say the noise is unbearable, and has been unbearable for a long time 
now, with all the touch and goes (the circle patterns) the airplanes fly right over our 
rooftops. Also, it is quite dangerous!!! I've had it when my 3 year old son comes 
running into the house with his hands covering his ears and crying with fright as a 
roaring F -16 flies touch and goes, once again doing the circle pattern, just above our 
house. It was just so, so loud and so very low! It was just plain scary for both ofus. 

AlOS6TU 

NO-S 
SA-4 

It's really hard to enjoy our time outside when the airplanes flying overhead sounU NO-IS 
like they're tearing up the sky. Not to mention the damage that has been done to my ::::J NO-12 
house with countless cracks in the drywall and foundation. Our property value has =:J SO-1 
decreased and I can even smell the exhaust fumes from these airplanes. Why are the~ DO-19 

planes flying over a heavy populated city like Tucson anyways? r am totally against ~ 
the Operation Snowbird program, the Search and Rescue program, and especially the 
proposed F-35 program flying over a highly populated city like Tucson, Arizona. I feel 
there are other bases or areas that can support these programs that are not in a highly GE-I 
populated city like Tucson. Have you thought of alternative sites for these programs? It 
could then be a win-win situation for everyone ifthese programs were located at fields 
with little urban development and would put citizens at low or no risk. 

Sincerely, 

~ 

March 3, 2012 

David Martin/Kim Fornof 

HQAETC/A7CPP 

266 F St. W. Bldg. 901 

Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 

Re: Flap over the F-35 

AlOS780 

Just to let you know many people in Idaho would love to have the F-35s up her]. 

I think there is something so beautiful watching those jets and hearing them. 
GE-3 

They represent our freedom and I would very much support those airmen and 

their jets. 

My understanding is they would be training out over the desert anyway. We live 

outside a little town called Middleton in a agriculture community, about 25 miles 

from Boise. We have crop dusters come sometimes 10 feet over our house when 

they are spraying the fields, and also fly at night with the big lights on the planes. 

They are always fun to see and the kids wave at the pilots. After a couple of fly 

overs we don't pay any attention to them, we just hope they don't hit any phone 

or power lines. 

GJ~~~UCk'f'~ 
~ath 
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A1059 BO Bruce H. Bevequist 

 

AI058LU 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F·35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETCfA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210-652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. Alt comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. All 
IMitten comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EI~ or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. HolNever, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribu~n. F ilure to prov~ch info~ation will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: 1(, D · t5Jf?X ... £.. 

~-Please print - Additional space is provided on the back. *** 

Visit www.F·35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

·Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-3SA Training Basing EfS. 

GE-3 

United States Air Force 
Scoping Meeting Comment Form 
F·35A Training 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Please record your comments on this Ionm to let the u.s. Air Force know what environmental factors you want 
considered in the development of the F-35A Training Environmental tmpact Statement (EIS). You may submit your 
comments by: 

1) Depositing this Ionm at the Comment Table belore you leave tonight. 
2) Mailing this fonm to: 

Mr. David Martin 
HQ AETCfA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
FAX: (210) 652-4266 

AI059BO 

All comments must be postmarked or received no later than April 5, 2010, to be considered In the Draft EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl, 42 USC 4321, et seq. All written 
comments received during the comment period will be considered during Draft EIS preparation. Your provision of private address 
infonnation with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Draft EIS or for any other 
purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for the Draft 
EIS distribution. Failure to provide such infonnation will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: 15VL(CL J-I, CtV6-6Jcll <;, I 
+l 0 IKe e r,,;/J IU'L-

Address:' 

comment form . 

~Provide your mailing address to receive future notices about the Air Forces F-35A Training EIS. 
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A1060 BO Barbara Schenk 

 

A1061 TU Jenna Black 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI060BO 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the foIloWng ways: 

1) Tum in this form at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court reporter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 21~52-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@Us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS mutt be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments wi" be addressed In the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code 4321, et seq. An 
written comments received during the comment period 'Mll be considered during FIIlaI EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address informaOOn with your comment is voluntary. Your private address infoonation wiD not be released in the FHlai EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address information will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS to provide will result in your nMle not being included on the distribution Ust. 

Name: __ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ______________________ ___ 

Address:" -"' __ _ 

COmmems: ______________________________________________________ __ 

I live in an area that is designated as Not Suitable for Residential Use based on the Air ] 
Force' s EIS for Boise Idaho. Based on my past experience with the F-15's which were GE-4 
assigned to Boise on a temporary basis, it is not a good idea to base F-35A Training in 
Boise, Idaho. In my opinion, the F-35's would make the entire valley not suitable for :J SO-1 
residential use. The F -15 noise level made it impossible to carry on a conversation in :J NO-3 
person or on the telephone. My home has interior cracks that were not there prior to the] NO-12 
F-15's assignment in Boise. 

Gowen Field and the Boise airport are situated in a residentiallbusiness area and therefotiJ GE-l 
not suitable for this type of training. Placing the F-35's here would severely impact our:=J NO-36 
way of life. While I am as patriotic as anyone, this is not the correct location for this typ71 
of aircraft. ~ GE-l 

Please place the F-35A training base in another location. We don' t need further losses tQJ GE-l 
our home values, poorer air quality, and other negative impact from the F-35's. ::J SO-1 

***Please print - Ackfrtional space is provided on the back. -

Visit www.F-3SATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

"Provide your maiUng address to receive future notices about the F·35A Training Basing EIS. 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Corft~a'!t". 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 Bas' T" FI' ht . TUCS ! 

~csonforward.com 

t; 
T ..... ,.. .... 

II / / ,/J,,// " / 11,1,1/ If" / ,'/ /// ,II, / " 111/1",,1. It 

~ l h -fUR.movt1 (JYL 

~Ol-Pthj LMfact5 

A1 WW CL3 nO {$-e CUt d 

ell vV~ ~ uYLp i71ch. 

AI061 TU 

NP-13 
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AI062 TU 
Mr. David Martin and Ms. Kim Fomof 
Air Force Contractors 
HQ AETCIA7CPP 
266 F Street West, Building 90 I 
Randolph Air Force Base, Texas 78150-4319 

March 12,2012 

Dear Mr. Martin and Ms. Fomot; 

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the F-35 DEIS for the AGS at Tucson 
Intemational Airport (TiA). 

I came to Tucson in 1947 and have seen many changes. My father was the Pima County Engine;;;: 
and he paved many of the dirt roads in what was a friendly town where everyone knew each 
other. Unfortunately, many things have changed. One of them is that the relationship between the 
community and military installations has become contentious as more and louder aircraft were 
brought in by the Air Force. As a result of this conflict, two committees were formed to address 
the growing problem: The Military Community Compatibility Committee, MC3 , (2005) and the GE-13 
Military Community Relations Committee, MCRC, (2007-present). Although endless meetings 
have been held, neither committee has been able to come up with any significant solutions to a 
situation in conflict. There is sentiment that the ongoing MCRC is simply a PR venue as little of 
value has come out of this committee that was convened by the Air Force. The I 62'd doesn ' t 
bother to participate in the MCRC. The 162nd also doesn ' t seem to have a well-advertised system 
for the public to report noise complaints. _ 

Tucson is unique in that there are two military facilities in the center of the City. Tucson ] AM-4 
Intemational Airport (TIA) and Davis-Monthan (OM) are located less than five miles apart 
necessitating a waiver from the FAA. Bringing the F-35 to TIA will not only negatively impact] 
our coml:"ercial airport aJ~d the .su,:ounding area, but it will also negatively impact the entire NO-tt 
central CIty as the F-35 wlil penodlcally clfcle over urban Tucson when landing at D-M. In the 
materials provided at the scoping meetings, it was made clear that the F-35 , if assigned, would bJ 
using the D-M tlight path and facilities !Tom time to time. The F-35s, if stationed at T1A, would 
have to fly to D-M to load live ordnance as this type of ordnance can't be stored at TIA. The EIS 00-30 
doesn ' t adequately mention the shared and separate airspace of the two air facilities. TIA is not NO-59 
only encroached by residences, businesses, schools, and churches, their airspace is also CM-6 
encroached by D-M airspace. It is possible that there may one day be an increase in commercial 
tlights in an improved economy. 

Since two devastating crashes in Tucson, one in the late 60s. and the other in the early 70s near ] 
the Uni versity of Arizona (UA). the community and elected of Ii cia Is have tried to solve the 
problem of contlict with the community involving noise and saiety concerns related to the 
military over tlights. The plane tilat crashed near the UA, incinerating two sisters on the ground. 
was also a single engine aircraft, as is the F-3S. 

One proposed solution presented in the 80s by then-Congressman Morris Udall was to move 
some of the aircraft from TIA and Davis-Monthan to the less encroached Pinal Air Park near 
Marana. This never happened. Another possible solution presented in the 90s was to move the D
M runway toward the SE. The State of Arizona and City of Tucson put up $40M which was to be 
matched by the Air Force. See attached newspaper article. Sen. John McCain announced in the 

SA-2 

AI062 TU 

late 90's that costs had gone up and that the matching funds were no long available. The D-M ~ 
AICUZ and the City of Tucson Arroyo Chico Area Plan both mention that military aircraft should SA-t 
aVOId flYIng over populated areas, but thIS goes on everyday from both T1A and D-M. 

Tucson is located approximately 50 miles !Tom the Mexican border and has a large Hispanic J 
population. The EIS Environmental .lustice section for the Tucson AGS mentions a 
disproportionate negative impact of the F-35 training on low-income and minority populations EJ-5 
and yet there were no educational materials or notifications of the EIS scoping meetings or public 
hearings in the Spanish language. 

-
The choice of location for the third public hearing was the Jewish Community Center in the lower 
Foothills of Tucson. The Tucson Foothills area is home to many local business people. The 
Foothills almost never experiences military over flights. Why was this site chosen for a public 
hearing on the environment,,1 impact of basing the F-35 at TIA? Wouldn 't it have been more 
appropriate to choose a site closer to TiA nearer the population that would be placed in the "not NP-4 
compatible with residential usc~' zone? The Tohollo O'odham Indian Nation has a casino and 
hotel with adequate facilities which local Air Force personnel have booked in the past. This 
facility would be part of the high-noise zone should the F-35 come to AGS Tucson. Holding the 
public hearings at such a location would have presented an opportunity for those attending to 
experience the present noise from the aircraft at T1A. _ 

The DEIS doesn't clearly layout where the F-35s would be flying. There are no maps of the ] 
ground tracks for the aircraft so thm the public doesn ' ~ know if the tlight path might be near their 00-23 
homes. There are no maps of the hIgh aCCIdent-potentIal zone due to the lack ofsatety data on NP-13 
this new untried single-engine jet. This EIS could open the door to other F-35s that would be part 00-29 
of ANG Operation Snowbird or Hl,s Operation Noble Eagle; both programs include aging F-16s. 

The ElS doesn 't tell the community how loud the plane will be in a valley surrounded by =:J NO-38 
mountains. The fact that the noise data was abruptly altered makes the public suspicious. Why th~ 
noise data was changed or what the methodology used that this data was altered so significantly NO-21 
and abruptly isn ' t explained in the EIS. Will foreign pilots learning to fly be able to consistentlY] 
duplicate the flight conditions used in the altered computer modeling contained in the Errata SA-28 
sheet? 

Pima County administrator, Chuck Huckelberry, wrote a letter on March 2, 2012 promising $25M
and more from yet to be approved bond funds for sound attenuation of homes near both O-M and 
T1A. This offer was made at the urging of local business groups, not in response to requests from 
those living in the impacted areas. Many of these residents would prefer fewer and less noisy NO-74 
military over flights. The proposed funding Mr. Huckelberry mentions would come from a bond 
election that has little possibility of passing in these economic times. Also, there is question of the 
Pima County bonding process: hltp:llwww.yourwestvalley.com/va llevandstate/alticle 7eca I Obe-
693c-ll0 1-9Ifc-00 I 87 I e3ce6c.html _ 

When dealing with the extreme noise levels of the F-35, the possibility of any type of acceptable ] 
migration for homes and schools near the Tucson AGS is questionable. The Air Force has had 
difficulty developing a helmet for the F-35 pilots to protect their hearing. The Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base!TucsonlPima County Joint Land Use Study of February 2004 states on page 5-8 NO-I03 
"Noise attenuation may mitigate the elfects of the average noise exposure (as expressed in Ldn), 
on these uses; however, it is importnnt to note that single-event noise levels at significantly higher 
decibels would not be fully mitigated. " 
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Friday, January 21, 1994 Tucson Citizen 5A; 

New D-M runway cost projected at $42 million 
Continued from 1A to the southeast and would be ex- i I 

tended by 4,500 feet. 
accidents thai occur wi!hin 10 The old and new runways would 
miles of a base happen on the run- be a little more than 10,000 feet 
way or within the zones. But there long. Tha'I: is the average length of 
are areas 3,000 feet wide and Air Force runways, officials said. 

D-M runway project on hold 
until status of base is certain 

!f.yOOOru!~~i°::!ta~e ~:d!i! e~f ~;::~~ ~':/:I ~~~!~ ~~; By HEATHER NEWMAN 
more than 15 percent of all Air the extra amount oftime it takes to c"""'=""'=-= _ ___ _ 
Force accidents, including those set aloft in very hot weather. No ground would be broken 
far away from a base. on a new Davis-Monthan Air 
K~n Element8l1' School, 3538 In emergency missions, the Air Force Base runway until local 

E. Ellington Place,. and a h~t of Force could use all 18,000 feet of officials were certain the base 
homes are located m the AcCident the old runway. That wouJd help would not be closed 
PotentialZonesnorth~estofD.t~'s for operations like 1991's Desert . 
runway, about 1114 miles from lis Stonn,consuJlantssaid. 
end. . Transport flights leaving here 

a 
Col'l:SUl COnsl ere buymg during the summer could carry a 

:~h=:r:;~~e=~n-:~: ~:~!~f ~,re;e~:!; ~~ ~~ 
land for certain industrial uses air requires more runway length 
deemed fit for the zones. _ for takeoff. 

"But thit plan wouJd have cost With the extra runway, trans· 
up to $140 million, including 5124.5 ports could have carried full com· 
million to buy the homes, up to 53' plements of people and fuel with 
million for condemnation appeals, no problem, consuJwnts said. 
$3.4 million for demolition, up to S4 Building the new runway and 
million for relocating the families altering the old one would cost 
and 55 million to relocate Keen El· about 542 million, consultants esti
ementary. mate. That includes about S8 mil-

The tentative construction 
plan for the new runway has the 
selection of a contractor sched· 
uJed for July 1995, the same 
time the next Pentagon base 
closure list is expected to come 
out. 

The design would be done by 
then. at a cost of 51.5 million. 
But if all went according to plan. 
construction would begin in Qc. 
t-lber 1995 and finish in October 
1996, 

To pay for the new runway 
and other changes, a proposal 

being considered has the state 
putting up $21 million of the $42 
million total, probably from the 
seneral fund. 

The other 521 million needed 
would be raised by the city of 
Tucson and Pima County, possi
bly through a bond election held 
by the Industrial Development 
Authority. Each government 
would be responsible for paying 
back one-half of the bonds. 

That would add up to 51.5 
million a year each for the city 
and the county. For the city, that 
would probably have to come 
from the general fund, officials 
said. 

Property and sales taxes In 
the general fund go to pay for 
parks projects, police and fire 
departments and most other city 
operating expenses. 

me 0 that cost would have lion for building the runway and up 
been recovefed by the resale of ~e to 54 million for extending the cur- lencia Road, whicb cW'Ves up to- said. 
l~d for anyw~~re from 55.6~. renlone. ward the base on its south side, _ ~uying the houses in that 
hon to $10.5 million the stud sal . A new control tower, fire sta· wouJd be straightened (moving it small area, plus Keen Elementary. 
.....-uurb out t e omes coul tion, lighting system and barriers south about a quarter mile) for 8 That option was rejected because 
take years beca~ of legal ch~. wouJd cost about 55 million and the ~$16 milli the neighborhoods in the area have 

~~c~ a::~c :""u~~~ct~ t1~~ :..~~ = ~~o :c~~~0U;e 0:h:~ seco~ -runway option is the =~d~ d:':e~~~e;h~~t~:~ 
~ option local and state om. :~~~ ~~~ =~~o~~e t~~ consid:~:'P:~j~~~~~~nts con;~~s:g. the "extra" 3,000 
cialsareseriouslyconsideringislo runway. Some industria] buildings _Just buying the houses in a feet on the northwest end of the ex· 
build a second runway beginning and the Pima Air Museum main part of the zone where crashes isting runway. That did not do 
1,000 feet west and 7,000 feet building and parking lot would were most likely to happen. That enough to get rid of encroaclunent 
southeast of the first. The first run· probably have to be moved, for a did not do enough 10 solve O-M's and wouJd have shut down the run· 
way would start 8.000 feet farther cost of about 51.5 million. East Va· encroachment problems, officials way for six to nine months, a sure 

way 10 get operations to move bly have 10 come from the general 
somewhere else, officials said. fund. Property taxes in the general 

_ Moving the existing runway limd go to pay for parks projects,. 
far enough southeast 10 bring the police and flre departments and 
encroachment zones onto D-M most other city operating expenses, 
land. That option was rejected be- officials said. 
cause of the cost of moving East But the nuUority of that money 
Valencia Road faroul of its present would not be spent until after the 
course. for a total cost of more than list of base closures has been re, 
SS7 million. It also added 31 per· leased. The tentative construction 
cent to the taxi time necessary for plan for the new runway and the 
D-M planes to take off. other changes has the selection of a 

(The option considered now contractor scheduled for July 1995, 
would cut taxi times by 7 percent the same time the liS! is expected 
because the end of the runway to come out 
would be closer to hangars.) The design would be done, al a. 

Consultants were hired in 1990 cost of 51.5 million, officials said. 
using money from the city, Pima But no ground would be broken un· 
County, the Greater Tucson Eco- til it was sure that D·M would reo 
nomic Council, a group of business main open. If all went according to 
leaders and Davis-Monthan F~er. plan, construction would begin in 
al Credit Union. October 1995 and finish in October 

Including travel and expenses, 1996. 
consuJting fees may have reached Consultants examined how O-M 
5175,000 over the last four years, stacked up after the 1993 cuts and 
officials said. In that time, D-M es- suggested that fixing D·M·s en
cape<! closure nvice. c.roachmenl problem would be a 

In 1991, sources said D-M was big step toward fighting ror the 66-
on the list of probable bases to year-old base's survival. 
close - just two weeks before the fi· In a list of 10 similar fighter 
nallist was published. bases considered for closure then, 

A lentative plan to pay for the O·M ranks eighth. It is the worst 
new runway has the state putting on the list in encroaclunent per· 
up 521 million, probably from the cenlage, with more than 20 percent 
seneral fund. The other 521 million of its Accident Potential Zones 
wouJd be raised by the city and overlapping residential land. 
county. DOSSibly throuah a bond If D·M corrected Its problem, it 
election held by the Industrial De- couJd ri!;e to tie for fourth on thai 
velopmentAuthority. .liS! of 10, officials said.lt would be 

Each governmenl would be re- behind Holloman in New Mexico, 
sponsible for pa)'inB back one· half Tyndall in florida and Mountain 
of the bonds. That wouJd add up to Home in Idaho, the study said. 
51.5 million a year each for the city The study was based on 500 fae-
and the county. tors that the Air Force used to fig-

For the city, that would proba- ureout a base closure list in 1993. 
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$42 million for D-M runway 
First Edition I 35 cents 

• The proposed renovation would reduce risks at the 
base and possibly Improve D-M's chances of 
avoiding the federal budget-cutting ax, 

keeping local officials on the offensive. They 
know D-M offers an estimated 15,200 total 
jobs and SB47 million in annual income to Ar. 
izona, including wages, spending and tax~s. 

~ 

By HEATHER NEWMAN 
CllizIlflStlllWrtlIr 

It's a matter of economics. 
Buying out 2,100 houses and an elementa

ry school northwest of DaviS-Monthan Air 
Force Base to ease encroachment problems 
would cost up to $140 million, according to a 
study for the city released yesterday. 

That's a major reason consultants instead 
favor spending $42 million for construction of 
a second runway at D-M to reduce the risk of 
a plane crashing into an area neighborhood. 

IT D·M is to survive the 1995 round of mill. 

I~ 

tary base closures, its encroachment prob. 
lems must be solved, officials say. 

"Accident Potential Zones," which have 
existed here since the 19305, became a major 
concern last year as the list of bases consid
ered for closure shrank and the criteria for 
staying open toughened. 

Encroachment is one of the factors the Air 
Force considers when trying to figure out 
which bases to close. And it is the biggest 
strike against Tucson in the battle to keep D. 
M open, sources close to the Air Force said. 

That, Combined with the allegation that D
M may be one of the cheaper bases to close, is 
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n·M is the second·largest employer in 
Tucson, with 7,500 people on its payroll. The 
University of Arizona is first, with almost 
10,000 POSitions. 

The Air Force defines zones at the end of 
runways where accidents are statistically 
more likely to happen. About 7S percent of all 

NEW,continued/SA 

• No ground would be broken on a new 
Davls-Monthan Air Force Base runway untlllo
cal officials were certain the base would not be 
closed 5A 
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A1064 TU Gary Stanfield 

 

A1065 TU Anita Valdez 

 

H2 F-351 I 
HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

1/",1/"/,,,,//,/./,//,,.,/,,/,,//,,,,///,/,,,,1,11 

AI064 TU 

NO F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
~iminish quality of~NO-36 ODamage tourist industry 

/[jThreaten fragile ecosystem ODamage building structures 
~e. duce outdoor enjoym8iill ODamage hearing of resid~nts 

,..,.......~;..;parks, sporting eventu LU-3 OHarm student concentration 
< isrupt classes and activitiesi ~arm pets, Zoo & wildi!lli]BI-5 

at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 "['JReduce property values 

HEALTH. SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-4 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and 
could fly off course< Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks< 

Ahigher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affected:-l EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detnmental Impacts would constitute envlronmentallnJustl~ 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for~AQ-l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIOtill!lGE-2 

!'!2 F-351 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn : David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg< 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 B T FI his n TUCSON! 

~csonforward.com 

-~ 
1/"'1/"/""1/,/ ,/,1/ ••• ,/"/.,1/ •••• /1/,/.,,././1 

ru-?~ ~paL ~ 
. /i.:v.. e..Vu l Zf- ( 

d- ~ 

AI065 TV 

EJ-J 

GE-20 
NO-II 
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A1066 TU Robin L. Reed 

 

A1067 TU Anonymous 

 

l 

NO F-35! 

HQ AETCNA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 B ' T" Fr ht . TUCSON! 

~csonforward.com 

t; 't_._ 
II ••• 11 •• /,,,, I/, /, /, /I"" /" /" /1,,,,11/,/,,,, I, II 

-::J. r rs 7v 

AI066TU 

/f!." T! 2..c A.-) NO-ll 

]GE-4 

NO F-3SI 

AI067 TU 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn : David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB 78150-4319 

//".//"/, ",//,/,/,1/, "'/" /"//",,1/1,/,,,,/,/1 

t:!2 F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
Our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

d EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIB~TIONS: 
~o(minish quality of~NO.36 ~)lmage tourist industry ~SO·7 
[3T}lreaten fragile ecosyst~BI-2 [jO)lmage building structur~NO-12 
~educe outdoor enjoym~LU-3 Btmage hearing of reside~ NO-5 

g!.parks, sporting events rm studentconcentrati~EJ-2 
[3bisrupt classes and activities I rm pets, Zoo & wildlife ~ BI-5 

at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 BReduce property values ~SO-l 

HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records, WOUld~ 
endanger the safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would 
undergo training in single-engine, single-piloted aircraft with live ordnance, and SA-4 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risks. 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affecteg 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental injust' e. EJ-4 
Increases in air pollution and noise would create negative health effects for all. AQ-l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS BEFORE MAKING BASING DECISIOffiIT) GE-2 
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A1068 TU Sr. Anita Valdez 

 

A1069 TU Patricia T. Birnie 

 

AI068 TU 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F SI. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 B T n nc Fllc his III TUCSON! 

xcsonforward.com 

.~ 
1/",1/" /""1/,/,/,1/ " ,,/,, /,,1/ ,, ,,1/1./,,, ,/,/1 

Dew L 'cL rvL ~ q-, «~ :3!lVM)~ I 

fL, CVi.u..- 0-. t.O-vL- U/Vvt..- obu:r ~ 

~p cuT ,1- Hu_ J p- i? t~ J.AJ1~ ~ 

'1 ~ ~ JV'I-h ~ Q./LL- .J/YL h~ , 

YP-8'I.ud ~ ~ Xv h 

e.. aJL ~ Cf-4<-./ , uJ JL- 'h. (i/~ .b)/L ~ 

t ~ J/Vv OUA ~d-' 

d~u./tL~ I 

hA . ~J~ 

SA-9 

At069 TU 

NQ F-35 Basing or Training Flights in TUCSON! 
our densely populated metro area would be adversely impacted. 

) EXCESSIVE NOISE & VIBRATIONS: 
E]Diminish quality of life =:J NO-36 GJDamage tourist industry =:J SO-7 
[]Jhreaten fragile ecosys@lliBI-2 []Damage building structur~ NO-12 
[2fReduce outdoor enjoyment :::J GPamage hearing of resideiiml NO-5 
_9f parks, sporting events LU-3@!;!arm student concentratiQIT] EJ-2 
[3Disrupt classes and activitiesl (;iI'Harm pets, Zoo & wildlife=:J BI-5 

at schools, colleges, universi~EJ-2 [1lReduce property values =:J SO-I 

,j.; -J HEALTH, SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: J../ V 
Utilizing completely new technology, with no history of safety records. WOUI~ 
endanger th,e safety of residents, especially when pilots (many foreign) would SA-4 
undergo training In Slngle-e~glne , Single-piloted aircraft With live ordnance, and 
could fly off course. Proximity to civil air traffic would increase air crash risk 

A higher percentage of low-income and minority residents would be affe,cted:'i EJ-4 
Disproportionate, detrimental impacts would constitute environmental inJustlw 
Increases in air pollution and 'noise would create negative health effects for ~ AQ-l 

PLEASE SCHEDULE FLY-OVERS ruiFORE MAKING BASING DECI~ GE-2 

~'1 (j~-v/ {?~~<1_f7-:l3A~#~ ~~4:;] GE-4 
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A1070 BO Adam Carter 

 

A1071 BO Jamie Bothwell 

 

AI070 BO 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

Dear Team 17, 

My entire family, many of whom are residents in your district, are adamantly opposed to the F-3S project at Gowen.] GE-4 
Many of us plan to write letters, I am sending mine tomorrow. ~ 

Unfortunately I am unable to make the meetings, but will do all I can to encourage people to write letters and attend . 

Please do all you can to help stop the inevitable destruction of home values and quality of life for so many Boise ] ~~-~6 
residents. NO-ll 

Thank you, 

Adam Carter 

AI071 BO 

IReceived via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

I am writing to express my opposition to having the F-35 jets at Gowen Field. I find the claims that t6§ GE-4 
noise will not be an issue laughable, and the the claims that millions of dollar that will flow into the ] NO-2 
State/City to be dubious at best. I have often found that a decision that will make you money is not NP-22 
necessarily the right decision. I love living in Boise in my house on the bench and am all for things] SO-1 
that will improve the City. This is not one of them. 

Sincerely, 
Jamie Bothwell 
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A1072 BO Dave and Siri Christman 

 

A1073 BO Marc Clark 

 

Alon BO 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

We fully support the addition of Air Force F-35's at Gowen Field. As homeowners who have been financially -
devastated by the economics/housing decline in Boise, the trade off of "noise" for a huge injection of jobs, 
services, additional spending, support, and all the trickle down that would come to our area with such a 
placement, is well worth it. For many years we lived 1/4 mile away from the runways of one ofthe busiest 
airports in the world. Property values never went down from "noise" even though the amount of air traffic 
increased significantly every year we were there. The values climbed, even beyond that which we could no 
longer afford. The "noise" lasts for a very short time. It seems you have painted a picture of nothing but 
declining values and endless noise. That is a biased, narrow forecast and surely intended as such, no surprise 
there. For most people, "noise" such as close-by airports, freeways, etc becomes background/secondary, and 
to the point of almost not noticeable(such as all the speeders that far exceed the posted speed limit 24/7 
outside our house). You will find virtually every home lived in along the interstate and within the proximity of 
the airport. That "noisy" international airport we lived next to provided a good job for us, and thousands of 
others. And even today, Gowen Field provides good employment for one us,( even to the point of helping us 
keep our home), our adult son, and hundreds more. The addition of F-35's would do the same for many mor..:.:. 

The sound offreedom has been, along with the sacrifice and service ofthose who choose to provide us(you 
and I) with that freedom, always welcome to us. 

Sincerely, 

Dave & Siri Christman 
On the Bench 
Boise,ld 

GE-3 

AID73 BO 

IReceived via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 

A web-based comment was submitted by: 

Name: MARC CLARK 

Address: ••••••• 

City/State/Zip: •••••• 

Phone: ••••••• 

Email Address: •••••• 

Concerning: Air Force F35Atraining at Gowen Field 

With the following comments: 

I am completely opposed to the use of Gowen Field airport in The Capital city of Boise Idaho, as a base for thi] GE-4 
Air Force F35A Training. The excessive noise generated by the aircraft is the problem. The disturbing sound::::J NO-l 

level and just the general "roar" are not confined to the impact area. The sound carries for tens of miles and I~ NO-47 
minutes on end. The current A-IO's that fly out of Gowen Field are as loud and aggressive as any Military :::J NO-8 
planes should be in the proximity of our city. Please remember that this is a civilian community and the Capital 
City of our state, not a military base. I do not foresee any benefit coming to The City of Boise from this 
endeavor. To the contrary, I am assured a loss of quality of life by the constant long tenn noise disturbance. T~ NO-36 
job creation will be minimal and civilian contracts will be short term and limited. I work, and when I come =:J SO-21 
home; I would like some peace and quit. I cannot afford (nor do I want) to be forced to leave my home in BOije 
in order to enjoy some relatively quiet time. Let us maintain our community's quality of life and desirability as ~g_-i6 
a destination by keeping it free of excessive and overburdening noise that travels far and wide in this 
topographic environment. People and businesses will not flock to Boise to see and hear F35's ! They will come 
(and stay) for the serenity, outdoor opportunities, quality of life and the business environment. NO - to the ] GE-4 
F35A at Gowen Field, Boise Idaho Thank you, Marc Clark 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–698 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

A1074 BO Ron Clayton 

 

A1075 BO John and Cami Conners 

 

AI074 BO 

IReceived via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

Team 17, 

Thank you for asking my input on the F-3SA issue. And, thank you Senator Werk for attending the public 
hearing on Tuesday evening. 

Among the numerous testimonies at the United States Air Force public hearing on Tuesday, February 2J' 2011 at least one was very compelling and can be found at http:((www.saveourvalleynow.ora( . This NP-44 
assessment paper from Dr. Kevin E. Cahill, PhD pOinted out flaws in the USAF EIS draft which merit 
scrutiny. Another testimony highlighted that the USAF presented only beneficial aspects of an F-3SA ] NP-45 
training base at Gowen which biased decisions in support of the proposal. 

It appears the EIS must be more comprehensive in scope for one to make an educated decision. Until:::] NP-29 
that occurs count me against an F-3SA training base at Gowen Field in Boise. :::J GE-4 

Ron Clayton --

AI075BO 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

We are out of town and unable to attend the meeting BUT we are in favor of the F35's to be stationed at Gowen Field aJd 
Mt. Home AFB. We live on the Bench and would welcome the 
sound and visual of this amazing aircraft.. Also, economic impact out ways the "noise" generated by the aircraft. GE-3 
we. find these complaints hu.morous at thiS. time, because w. e .are on a Nav.y base watching. the Blue Angels train for the 
winter. Will leave after their show to see the Thunderblrds 
NOise? You bet. Every morning at approximately 0800 or earlier. WE love Itllllill Go F35's 

John and Cami Conners 
Boise Idaho 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–699
 

A1076 BO David Crawforth 

 

A1077 BO Gina Ellinghouse 

 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl A107680 

~~~~~~---------------
To The Honorab le Senator Elliot Werk: 

A web-based comment was submitted by: 

Name: David Crawforth 

Address: ••••• 

City/State/Zip: ••••• 

Phone: 0 - Ext. : 

Emai l Address: •••••• 

Concerning: We Oppose the F-3SA Training Base at Gowen Field IdahQ] GE-4 

With the following comments: 

March 1, 2012 Subject: We Oppose the F-35A Training Base at Gowen Field Idaho Good Day, Based on the::J GE-4 
Air Force's Environmental Impact Statement, (EIS), 72 F-35A aircraft operating out of Boise would expose I 
6,958 acres of property to so much noise that the area would be designated by FAA regulations "Not Suitabl£,j LU-6 
For Res identia l Use". This affects over 10000 residents of the City of Boise and Ada County. It adversely :J NO-ll 
affects our health,our quality of life and property values. My wife and I li ve in this area of impact and we ~SO-IINO-6'NO-36 
believe that Gowan Field is not suitable for a training base due to the fo llowing: Noise Pollution. 10000 I NO-II 
residents will be subjected to Noise in excess of65 dB DNL. this creates a large area that according to the F.&eJ LU-6 
is "Not suitable for Residential Use". This affects our health and our quali ty of li fe. This could have a negat i-¥el NO-61 
effecl on nearby industries such as Micron Technology. If the increase in noise affects the quality uftheir ~ SO-18 
products due to increased vibration, they could pull out of Boise. The Noise level would affect the learning I EJ-2 
ability of students at Hillcrest and Owyhee elementary schools as well as West Junior High and Frank Churc.h.J 
High school. Noise due to 1400 night training missions/year would affect the health of the 10000 people witliIiil NO-3 
the affected area by interrupting their sleep. Air Poll ution. The Boise valley already has borderline Air QualiiY.'l AQ-I 
The addition of the large number ofF-35A jets will have an adverse effect on our air quality, particularl y for~ 
those adjacent to Gowen field. Also of concern would be the dumping of aviation fuel in the atmosphere. ::J SA-9 
Property values for those close to the airport will go down, both fo r res idential and commercial property, due"tq SO- I 
the increased Noise and air pollution. If Gowen Field was going to be an Air Force Base, residential and ~ 
commercial development should have been Banned from the time that it was establi shed in 1938. ByaUOWinJ 
residential development and commercial operation. 00-4 
With Mtn Home Air Force base just 40 mi les away and with all of the facilities they have as a full Air Force 
Base, why wouldn't this be the sight fo r both an operational and a training base? 

~~:~~ ~:\:~~~~e opportunity to respond, 

AID7780 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werk I 

To The Honorable Senator Elliot Werk: 

A web-based comment was submitted by: 

Name: G Ellinghouse 

Address: •••••• 

City/State/Zip: •••••• 

Phone: ••••••• 

Email Address: •••••••• 

Concerning: F-35 Disaster 

With the following comments: 

Dear Senator Werk, 
I have never before been interested enough in po litics to make my voice heard until now. I fee l this is a life
changing issue for residents of the Boise Valley. After doing my research on the possibility of the F-35 aircraft 
base being located at Gowan Field, I can say I am completely outraged! People live in Boise for the "quality 071 NO-36 
life" here. People move here and visit here for our "quali ty of li fe" . If this project is approved and comes to p~ AQ-l 
it will thoroughly destroy the quali ty of li fe here in Boise. Do you want your children breathing raw jet fuel tIilliJ SA-9 
has not been burned oft'? Do you want your chi ldren awakened and fr ightened every hour of the night and da:LJ SO-4 
from deafening noise? Do you want your chi ldren suffer from hearing loss from dangerous levels of noise? DiLl EJ-2 
you want your children's daycare and schools to be so noisy they can't concentrate or rest? Do you want your .=J ~=~ 
families sleep to be disturbed night after night? As you have probably guessed, I live and work in the area thaD NO-3 
will be deemed as "not suitable for res idential use". I am a mom, a w ife and a prekindergarten teacher. 
Furthermore, my husband is a school administrator at a school that also lies within this boundary. As you can] 
see this is going to affect my family 24 hours a day 7 days a week. Maybe you don't live within this boundary DO-37 
and it won't affect you personally, but please don't be so short-sighted to support this j ust because it won't be 
happening in your backyard. 
Yes, on the surface, 25,000 (supposedly) new jobs coming to our community sounds great, but let's think thati SO-27 
through first. We do not have trained personnel in the va lley to work on these aircrafts. People moving here t'l.JSO-t3 
take these jobs will not buy in Boise because they will already be well-versed in the exorbinate noise level, aiJ 
pollution and health risks associated with the f-35's. They will buy somewhere else like Caldwell. This will SO-I 
further add to the demise o f the real estate market here in Bo ise, since the f-35's will have caused our property SO-34 
values to tank. The fact that the Air Force will buy my home that I have lived in for 10 years and is the only 
home my children have ever known for a mere $ t 4,000 is a cruel, cruel joke. 
Don't let this be the end of Boise as we know and love it. I feel th is has been kept quiet by the powers that be.JG 
Please help get the message out there to the people whom it will adversely affect for a long time. Don't allow SA:~9 
this travesty to happen on your watch. 

Sincerely, 
Gina 
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A1078 BO Anonymous 

 

A1079 BO Gary 

 

AI078 BO 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

Subject: Comments on the Daft F35A EIS for Gowen Field 

###################### 
I already feel that there is too much noise on the Bench. Have you listened about nine at night, through closeU NO-S 
doors; pretty bad for a QUIET TIME of the day. Any thing that adds to more noise pollution here on the bencJ, I do not welcome. I'm not even that close to Gowen. or the freeway(though we seem to be on helicopter path) .. I ~~:l 
live near Kootenai and Orchard! 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl AI079 BO 

I probably won't make either of the public meetings regarding the F-3S. J 
I've lived within one or two miles of Gowan Field for most of the past sixty years . I can't imagine anything GE-13 
louder than the old F-102's. But for my my two cents, none of the airplane noise has ever bothered me. 

Now, if you can do something about the loud motorcycles and car stereo's, that'd be something. 

Gary 
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A1080 TU Kathleen Lavore 

 

A1081 TU Joni Startzman 

 

AI080 TU 

PLEASE 

PLACE 

STAMP 

HQ AETCAlA7CPP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO T ., FI' hts in TUCSON! 

tucsonforward.com 

~ T __ 
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AI081 TU 

HQ AETCNA7CP 
Attn: David Martin, AF Contractor 

& Kim Fornof 
266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO F 35 Blls n T FI ! 

~csonforward.com 
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A1082 BO Janet Kirkhart 

 

A1083 BO Connie, Leman and Inez Messley 

 

AIOS280 

I Received via e-mai l from Idaho Senator Werk I 

To The Honorable Senator Ell iot Werk: 

A web-based comment was submitted by: 

Name: Janet Kirkhart 

Address: •••••••• 

City/State/Zip: •••••• 

Phone: ••••••• 

Email Address: ••••••••• 

Concerning: F-35 Training Base at Gowan Field 

With the following comments: 

Hello Senator Werk, 
I sat next to you at the Air Force Hearing on Feb. 28th. It was very informative and as our local representative, I 
was happy to see you in attendance. 
As a resident of Boise for 23 years, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposal to bring F-35 training tc;lGE_4 
Boise. ~ 
We have lived in Columbia Village for over 20 years. OUf current home would be within the boundaries of the 
restricted area. I am very concerned for not only my families quality of life, but the negative impact this wouldl NO-36 
have on the entire TV, and beyond. ~ NO-II 

The EIS is full of gaps and the economic impact has not been studied. At the hearing it became more clear to =:J NP-13 
me that the well paying jobs will be military jobs, NOT ones for our residents, let alone our sons and daughter1J SO-21 

Additionally, goods and supplies purchased on base, are not subject to State and Local Tax. The majority of ] 
those stationed here would (likely) live on base and not purchase homes. The (small) percentage who do buy, SO-34 
will not necessarily (or even likely) buy them in Boise. 
It's entirely possible that this could actually be not truly for the benefit of, but at the expense of Boise. 
Thank you. 

AIOS380 

I Received -via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werk I 

Greetings 

We have very happily lived at for the past ten-plus years. Living parallel to the airport with the 
east-west runway, I knew what I was getting mto when purchasing here. I didn't, however, count on the l 
possibility of being directly UNDER take-off and landings. With the new F35s this is a distinct possibility. 
Two years ago we spent $18,000 to triple-pane windows in our residence, the cost of more comfort and to ~~~! 
maintain the value of our investment in OUf residential property, which seemed a reasonable expense. No 
amount of window enhancement will be ab le to buffer what might be going directly overhead caused by these 
fi ghter planes, which was something we couldn't have anticipated. 

We are curious as to why, with Mountain Home so close, and wi th the existing runways there , that location iS~ 
not being used instead of our urban Boise location? Why not add more runways there? Surely they knew what NO-37 
kind of impact this would have on our community. Even in Mountain Home they have the good sense to locate DO-4 
their fly zone far outside of the city limits. 

The proposed north-south route from Gowen Field will devastate the value of our property. I have made apo].nt 
of living modestly and within my means, including not overpurchasing on my home. I take care of, and pnde 
in, my home. I like my neighborhood and most of my neighbors. I pay my bills and my taxes and vote each SO-I 
and every time. Boise is not a military base community. As much as we appreciate what the National Guard 
has done for us, this was not what we had planned for this community and neighborhood many years ago. 

We are not, I repeat not, anti-military. 

Only time will tell how the three of us who live in our home wi ll be impacted health-wise, and by that time 
whatever damage there is will have already occurred. Lord only knows what will happen to the children 
attending school right across the street from us. 

::::J NO-6 

] EJ-2 
In this economy, selling and moving to a home located out of the proposed tlight path is unrealistic and wouldl So-. 
be financially devastating to us. ~ 

We hope to make it to the hearing on Vista tomorrow evening. If we can't make it, please take note of how wel GE-4 
feel about this issue. -.J 

Sincerely, 

Connie_ Leman and Inez Messlev 
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A1084 BO Emilie LaMarche 

 

A1085 TU Kristine Rochon 

 

AI084 BO 

I Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend any of the meetings regarding the F35's. I would, however, like to]] GE-4 

to be known that I am absolutely opposed to this! The noise would be unbearable. We have enough noise ] NO-l 
pollution as it is. Whenever the military jets are in our area, our windows rattle, the sound is deafening, and NO-8 
even our dog is upset. Since I work at home, this would be beyond irritating. Also, I notice that when the 
military jets are practicing in our area, the regular airlines seem to fly right over our house. I would not haveg NO-8 
bought a house under any flight pattern and never intended to live like this. I am not only concerned about the NO-36 
deafening sound but also the safety of residents in our area. SA-l 

Emilie LaMarche 

. <~f}i;> 
HQ AETCNA7CPP >{ . , '-

Attn: David Martin, AFC~ 
& Kim Fornof 

266 F St. West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, Tx. 78150-4319 

NO 35 B T FI hts n TUCSON! 

tucsonforward.com 

-~ 
1/" ,1/"1 ,, ,,1/ ,1 ,/,11 .. ,.1 •• 1. ,/I .... III .I .... I.U 

AI085TU 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 

F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

D
.6–704 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 

A1086 BO Mike Lenaghen 

 

A1087 BO Heather and Mark Rodman 

 

AI086 80 
lR<ceived via e ' lRoil frOIR Idako SeJialor we:rk.1 

As a commercial pilot and a ret ired Navy O1i ef Hospita l Corpsman I have both lived 0,," and Ilown Irom, many military:] 
GE·4 bases with l ighter aircraft . Boi se is not t e., place lor a t raining squadron 01 a rcraft with t e., noise levels F35A's procUce 

There are.t::!J.i.!]ireasons lor mt basing them here, but 0'""' that stands oLl: i, the disruption 01 tead-;ng in affected ] 
el ementary ",mols during F35A operations. I perso na lly would like to see them based here so I could watch their EJ·I 
operations bJt that shouldn't happen. MHAFB woLJd be a much better cmicelor Idaho to consider. =:]GE.l 

Later. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____________________________________ '~\l~O~87BO ~Rt-< ..... ..I .j"~·mail r ..... Id:oho Sen.!o< w",-I;.I 

We won't be able to attend the meeting tonight, thanks to the 'fiu- however, we've reviewed the ]GE-4 
impact statement, etc, and are not happy about the possibility that these might be stationed at 
Gowen. My family lives, works, and goes to school on the bench, in the area of the Randolph- ]SO.1 
Robertson neighborhood. and in Iookilg at the impact maps: I can see that this could be bad for our EJ·2 
kids' education, my employe(s business, and for our home life, as well. Surely there are less- NO·' 
inhabited areas that this could be done? Aside from the impacts to the human inhabitants of this aria] (;1:_1 
have they looked Into the Impacts on our birds of prey? ~ 1lI·3 

I reaWze that the city's government is pretty happy with this idea. judging from comments made by t~ 
mayor- IleWeVer',1 think, IIlat this will affect much more than just the inhaDitants olthis end of town. As :\"0.11 
my husband pointed out, this IS a valley- sound doesn'l always disperse in Ihe predicted way. This. NU·47 
could affect qualtty of life for a lot more of llsthan those shown on the map. I'm also thinking that th 
could be very. very bad for a whole range of businesses. too- Boise would not be nearly as deSira~ 
as anO,tMr. quieter location for such things as conventions, national meetings, t,ourism, etc. This is a 
nice place to VISIt, but I don't think that It 1'01111 be, li the F-3S'sare based from here. Bringing them In ~:~8 
would not be as good for the local economy as IS being Implied, not Ifwe're loSing buSinesses due to 
the noise 

O"'erall, I and my family are againsllhis 

Is there a way to fill out and submit the comment form online. ordo we need to write a direct email tOl~r_4o 
the address on the comment form? Thanks ~ 

Sincerely, 

Heather and Mark Rodman, and the Rodman family 
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A1088 BO Carl Rowe 

 

A1089 BO Sally Sherman 

 

AlOSS 80 

IReceived via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

Dear Team, 
Absolutely keep them out. The recent four days of jets flying right over the urban Boise area :::JGE-4 
demonstrate that the military has no hesitation to impinge on our quality of life. I know there are a I~O 
of people who phrase this issue as one of patriotism and tell us to just shut up. It defies logic, NO-37 
however, to turn a city, indeed a whole valley, that has been working to elevate itself into an attractive NO-36 
national center for high quality life style and business formation into a noise pit. 

Noise is something that a person cannot escape. A person cannot "choose" to not hear it, and the5e]SO_10 
jets create sound on a level unknown to the natural world and which intrudes itself into every corneu 
of one's life. There is no urban sound that comes close to the intensity and bone rattling, mind ]NO-l 
numbing sound of these jets. 

Here's a thought: pornography, which conservatives so detest, has less impact on their daily life than 
these jets will on everyone's, because a person can easily choose to keep it out of their personal life. 
And while the sound may stir some to patriot spasms, unfortunately the rest of us have no choice in 

the matter. 

Once they are here, they are here for a very long time. What recourse would we have? If they fly JSO-I0 
over the city, how can we stop it? Will they keep them over the desert and agree that Boise is a No NO-29 
Fly zone? Let Mountain Home have them. ::::JGE-l 

Please don't be wimpy on this issue! 

Carl Rowe 

IReceived via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werkl 

Don' t want the noise ! !! Repeat several thousand tim~ GE-4 
Sally Sherman 

At08980 
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A1090 BO Jim Sower 

 

A1091 BO Stacey Sullivan 

 

AI090 BO 

!Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werk! 

The F-35A will destroy any semblance of peace and quiet within my own home, and just the ::J NO-36 

possibility of that kind of idiocy, basing a fighter jet right alongside and over a highly-populated valleJ, is purely insidious megalomania. I know we need our military, but we are NOT the enemy. Why NO-37 

would they (the Air Force) seek to deploy such a noise polluter smack dab in the middle of the state's 
largest city? I have seen the EIS and a line has been drawn that engulfs the subdivision I live in, aJd 
within that area it will be designated as "not suitable for residential living." Dear God in Heaven, ~~~~ 
overnight, over 10,000 people who live next to and within the airport corridor will lose nearly all NO-ll 

property value, will not be able to sell for any profit, and will be forced to either walk away from their 
homes, or try to endure the deafening roar, INSIDE THEIR HOMES WITH DOORS AND WINDOW:§] NO-8 

SHUT, of possibly 40 sorties a day being flown! That is total insanity and shows such callus 
disregard for our citizens that it's hard to believe it is about to be perpetrated upon us. And sadly, 
this is not conjecture, it may soon be our reality. Sell now, while you can. 
Jim Sower 

!Received via e-mail from Idaho Senator Werk! 
AI091 BO 

I am vehemently opposed to the current proposal to allow F35 Fighter Jets at Gowen Field. I am a resident;;\] GE-4 
property owner and small business owner/operator in the Vista/Orchard area. ~ 

Thank you, 
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A1092 BO Priscilla Wolfe 

 

 

 

United States Air Force 
Public Hearing Comment Form 
F-35A Training Basing 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

AI09280 

Please use this sheet to provide your comments on the Draft EIS. If your comment refers to a specific page or section of 
the EIS, please identify that location. You may submit your comments in any of the following ways: 

1) Tum in this fonm at the comment table before you leave tonight. 
2) Provide oral comments to the court repcrter during the open house session or public hearing. 
2) Mail, fax or email comments to: 

David Martin, Air Force Contractor, and Kim Fomof 
HQ AETC/A7CPP 
266 F Street West, Bldg. 901 
Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
Fax: 210·652-5649 
Email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

All comments on the Draft EIS must be postmarked or received by March 14, 2012, to ensure they become 
part of the official record. All comments will be addressed in the Final EIS. 

Public comments are requested pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Coce 4321 , et seq. All 
written comments received during the comment period will be considered during Final EIS preparation. Your provision of private 
address information with your comment is voluntary. Your private address information will not be released in the Final EIS or for 
any other purpose, unless required by law. However, your private address infonnaUon will be used to compile the mailing list for 
the Final EIS distribution. Failure to provide such information will result in your name not being included on the distribution list. 

Name: Pt iSc'-/ ( A 

Organization/Affiliation: 

Address:· 

City, State, Zip Code: 

Comments: 4)L RA.a.-e '-..'L=e. 
II d:TTAc He U 

/( 

a s 

7 ; 
(" P kt.-i= .c14-<71? /~; ..2 0/-< 

--Please print - Additional space is provided on the back ....... 

Visit www.F-35ATrainingEIS.com for project information or to download a copy of the Draft EIS. 

~rovide your mailing address to receive future notices about the F-35A Training Basing EIS. 

AI09280 

ADDENDUM A--REVISED 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, Air Force Contractors, HQ AETC/A7CPP, 

I attended the public information meeting at the Boise Hotel, on Vista Avenue, in early 
March, to find out for myself about these planes. I hereby submit the fo llowing reasons3 
why the F-35 should not be based and flown over our airspace in the Boise, JD, (Treasure GE-4 
Valley (TV) area: 

I . One of the Air Force representatives told me that there will be night time training 
flights because these jets will be flown and night and the pilots need night flying skills. I 
was also told that these "will stop at an 'appropriate time' so that Treasure Valley 
residents can get their sleep." The EIS does not address THE FACT THAT AT OUR 
LA TTITUDE AND LONGITUTDE, THE SUN DOESN'T SET UNTIL 10PM, and in th 
Summer, it isn ' t dark out until after 10:30 PM. If Air Force is training pilots at night, it 
will have to be in a very narrow window of darkness in which we are trying to sleep, with 
our room-darkening shades. We would be kept awake well into the morning. Personally, 1 
have 2 sleep disorders, and the F-35 would be the cause of my early death, should they be 
flying in this valley. Also, you will be disturbing our huge population of "day sleepers" 
who live around Micron (near Gowen field), among other businesses. Also, aU Air Force 
officers and trainers are required to keep their flight hours "current," and this would 
produce many additional flights each month. 

00-23 
NO-3 

2. 1 understand that the Air Force has already refused to send an F-35 for us to hear fly J 
over the TV area, which is currently under consideration in the Draft EIS for F-35 
Training Basing. AU things considered, this would be the cheapest way for the residents GE-2 
of the TV to make an actually well-informed decision regarding the basing of this aircraft 
in the TV. Is something being "covered up" by "presenting models," when nothing can] 
equal the actual experience of the Decibels produced by this aircraft? Let's get to the NO-42 
heart of the matter, and stop wasting money on EISs and the confusion they produce! 

3. We already have too many accidents on Interstate-84 during rush hours, especially J 
where the planes will be "flying over," not to mention taking off and landing at Gowen 
field (Boise AiuJort). Since there was a meeting like the one I attended in Boise, held in 
Marsing, ID, th'e fo llowing night, 1 assert that F-35'S FLYING NEAR OR OVER 1-84 SA-3l 
HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO DRAMA TICALL Y INCREASE the heavy number of 
fatalities we already have on 1-84. 

4. If! heard right, the kind of noise the planes will generate has never been heard before] 
It is anticipated that the noise from one of the planes is 5 times the noise ofan F-15,w 
according to SAlC' s representative, perceived DB' s (DBAs) wil l DOUBLE in the first NO-I 
part of the equation alone. 

5. An Air Force representative at the meeting also told me that the Air Force is I 
considering using Gowen Field because it should cost less because they already own quitel SO-50 
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At09280 

a bit of land here. Do us a favor and sell the land and buildings at public auction so that 
we can take advantage of the considerable commerce produced by the businesses that 
could move in, who need immediate access to general aviation services (like other cities 
of our size, and smaller). The money the Air Force would make in such sales would most 
probably generate more than enough money for them to buy (basically) uninhabited land, 
say, in Arizona. Also, the Air Force would not need to destroy and rebuild the existing 
infrastructure and buildings--but, instead, build exactly what they want out in the deser.!:... 

SO-50 
cont'd 

6. I live in Eagle (NW of Boise) and I was bothered by the jet noise from the F-15's Wh~n 
they invaded the air over the TV a week before the meeting I attended in Boise. Myonly NO-l 
consolation was that the flights were "temporary," and that I didn't have to live with the NO-8 
every day. 

7. And finally, my personal opinion is: It is utter insanity to fly military jets over I 
residential space when there are still multiple locations with ample acreage where fewe.rJ GE-l 
humans will be affected. The people who will tote the bill for this new installation are thje 
local taxpayers (us) because most of the property in the Treasure Valley will be worthless SO-l 
due to F-35 noise. 

(End of Addendum A) 

Page 2 

From: patty wolfe 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 20128:26 PM 
To: FORNOF, KIMBERLY J GS'13 USAF AETC AETC/A7CPP 
Subject: Re: Draft EIS comment due March 14, 2012 

Dear Ms. Fornof, 

A109280 

thank you for the note that you received my comments. Unfortunately, I had to send a REVISED version of my 
first email dated March 13th. I sent it today. marked 'REVISED". I know you're very busy, but I'm hoping 
you received the REVISED comments and were able to replace my original comments with them. I had to 
remove a paragraph with an error in the information. Instead of revising the paragraph, I just deleted it. I am 
sorry about that, and wouldn't be surprised if you couldn't switch them out. But if you can help me out, I would 
be very appreciative. 

I also sent in a copy of the group comments from "saveourvalleynow.org," with my approval and signature. (It 
was typed onto the Air Force's conunents form and the comments also flowed onto a second page.) 

Again, anything you can do would be most appreciated! 

Thank you very much, Priscilla (Patty) Wolfe 
From: "FORNOF. KIMBERLY J GS·13 USAF AETC AETC/A7CPP" <kimberlyJornof@us.af.mil> 

~~~i:a~e;~~f:aay , barch 11. 1m 114 JM 
Subject: RE: Draft EIS comment due March 14, 2012 

Ms Wolfe, 
We are in receipt of your emaiL 

Kim Fornof 
HQ AETC/ A 7CPP 
Randolph AFB, TX 
(210)652-1 961 
DSN 487-1961 
Kimberiy.Fornof@us.af.mil 

~;~~r~~it~;I:a~;:a,e-T 
Sent: Wednesday, March 14, 201212:2 1 AM 
To: AETC/A7P Workflow 
Subject: Draft EIS comment due March 14, 2012 

To: 
David Martin, Air force Contractor, and Kim Fornof HQAETC/ A 7CPP 
266 F. Street West, Bldg. 901 
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Randolph AFB, TX 78150-4319 
email: aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

A109280 

I want to go on record as agreeing with the comments submittted by "Save Our Valley Now.Org." Due to space 
limitations, I could not include a scan of their document. 

I have attached a scan of my completed "Comment Form" for the F35A Training Basing EIS for Boise, Idaho. 
have also included my typed comments in the body of this email for your convenience, in case you can't access 
the official form. My comments start with "Addendum A," BELOW), and are numbered 1-8. 

I use Priscilla for formal communications, but Patty for email addresses. 

Thank you very much, Priscilla "Patty" Wolfe 

ADDENDUM A 

of this document via return 
or by mail: 
the Priscilla and Patty confuse you. 

Dear David Martin and Kim Fornof, Air Force Contractors, HQ AETC/A7CPP, 

I attended the public information meeting at the Boise Hotel, on Vista Avenue, in early March, to find out for 
myself about these planes. 
I hereby submit the following reasons why the F-35 should not be based and flown over our airspace in the 
Boise, 10, (Treasure Valley (TV) area: 

I. One of the Air Force representatives told me that there will be night time training flights because these jets 
will be flown at night and the pilots need night flying skills. I was also told that these "will stop at an 
' appropriate time' so that Treasure Valley residents can get their sleep." The EIS does not address THE FACT 
THAT AT OUR LATTITUDE AND LONGITUTDE, THE SUN DOESN'T SET UNTIL IOPM, and in the 
Summer, it isn' t dark out until after 10:30 PM. If Air Force is training pilots at night, it will have to be in a very 
narrow window of darkness in which we are trying to sleep, with our room-darkening shades. We would be kept 
awake well into the morning. Personally, I have 2 sleep disorders, and the F-35 would be the cause of my early 
death, should they be flying in this valley. Also, you will be disturbing our huge population of "day sleepers," at 
least 2,000 of them who live around Micron (the world's leading hgih quality networking and semiconductor 
chips) near Gowen field. Also, all Air Force officers and trainers are required to keep their flight hours 
"current," and this would produce many additional flights each month. 

2. An Air Force representative told me that the planes will be taking off from and landing in Mountain Home, 
implying that the Treasure Valley will only have "fly-over" noise, with Decibels modeled at 1,000 feet. If the 
area will be a fly-over area, why do they need space at Gowen Field? No one has addressed the noise generated 
by the flight pattern the Air Force must adhere to in order to take off and land at Gowen. Certainly, the Air 
Force isn' t going to motor everyone to Mountain Home in order to use the those facilities, but be taking off and 
landing at Gowen, instead. Therefore, Decibels modeled at a 1,000 ft. altitude are GROSSL Y IN ERROR, and 
not only that, the flight pattern they will fly will be much greater than the Air Force' s EIS is presenting models 
for. How can the Air force expect us to make an informed decision when the information presented is so poor? 

3. I understand that the Air Force has already refused to send an F-35 for us to hear fly over the TV area, which 
is currently under consideration in the Draft EIS for F-35 Training Basing. All things considered, this would be 
the cheapest way for the residents of the TV to make an actually well-informed decision regarding the basing of 
this aircraft in the TV. Is something being "covered up" by the process of presenting models," when nothing can 
equal the actual experience of the Decibels produced by this aircraft? Let's get to the heart of the matter, and 
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spend the money to fly one of the F-35A's at an advanced-scheduled time so we can make an intelligent 
decision about the noise ourselves. 

4. We already have too many accidents on Interstate-84 during rush hours, especially where the planes will be 
"flying over," not to mention taking off and landing at Gowen field (Boise Airport). Since there was a meeting 
like the one I attended in Boise, held in Marsing, 10, the following night, I assert that F-35'S FLYING NEAR 
OR OVER 1-84 HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO DRAMA TICALL Y INCREASE the heavy number of fatalities 
we already have on 1-84. 

5. If! heard right, the kind of noise the planes will generate has never been heard before. It is anticipated that 
the noise from one of the planes is 5 times the noise of an F-15, or according to SAle's representative, 
perceived DB's (DBAs) will DOUBLE in the first part of the equation alone. 

6. An Air Force representative at the meeting also told me that the Air Force is considering using Gowen Field 
because it should cost less because they already own quite a bit of land here. Do us a favor and sell the land and 
buildings at public auction so that we can take advantage ofthe considerable commerce produced by the 
businesses that could move in, who need immediate access to general aviation services (like other cities of our 
size, and smaller). The money the Air Force would make in such sales would most probably generate more than 
enough money for them to buy (basically) uninhabited land, say, in Arizona. Also, the Air Force would not need 
to destroy and rebuild the existing infrastructure and buildings--but, instead, build exactly what they want out in 
the desert. 

7.1 live in Eagle (NWofBoise) and I was bothered by the jet noise from the F-15's when they invaded the air 
over the TV a week before the meeting I attended in Boise. My only consolation was that the flights were 
"temporary," and that 1 didn' t have to live with them every day. 

8. And finally, my personal opinion is: It is utter insanity to fly military jets over residential space when there 
are still multiple locations with ample acreage where fewer humans will be impacted. The people who will tote 
the bill for this new installation are the local taxpayers (us) because most ofthe properry in the Treasure Valley 
will be worthless due to F-35 noise. 
(End of Addendum A) 
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Ms. Kim Fornof 
Mr. David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
Aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Dear Ms. F ornof and Mr. Martin, 

March 10, 2012 

I understand that you are inviting public comment on the DEIS. Enclosed are some 
comments. First, let me give you some background on my involvement injet noise and 
safety impacts. I came to Tucson in 1985 to purse a Ph.D. in Planetary Science, which I 
subsequently earned from the University of Arizona. I knew that 2004 would be 
extremely busy, since a spacecraft mission I was working upon "came due" so to speak at 
that time. Ten years of preparation all come down to a 20 minute descent on Saturn's 
moon as part of the Cassini Spacecraft mission. I bought my house so I could avoid 
distractions and concentrate on the mission. 

This strategy completely backfired. Instead, the house that I bought in 2003 which was 
in no noise zone when I bought it and as close to the University of Arizona as it was to _ 
Davis Monthan, was suddenly enveloped by expanding noise zones from OM due to 
louder jets, either already present or expected. There was significant and vociferous 
dissent from those most affected by this expansion of the high noise zone in the 2004 
Public Hearing. All citizens who actually lived in the area opposed this noise zone 
expansion. The citizen arguments were articulate and long. The mission at OM was 
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supposed to be A-I O' s and C-130s, yet through Operation Snow Bird, which was NO-8 
supposed to have been a part year mission, Harriers, Tornadoes, F-18's and other 
extremely loud and less safe jets had "snuck in" so to speak, and started to fly in Tucson 
year round. The clear consensus of the people who are subjected to jets while in their 
homes was that it was too loud already. After numerous crashes in town (especially the= 
1978 crash in town that killed two students and badly injured many more) safetYlhealth] 
was also a concern. SA-2 

It is possible what you were not aware of some of the concerns that were expressed 
during the Public Hearings, and ifso, I include some of the concerns here as relevant to 
the F35 coming to Tucson. At that 2004 noise zone expansion hearing, one resident 
stood out in my mind in particular. She was Diana Steele . She had 
lived in Tucson for 34 years at that time in my neighborhood. She stated: "On Monday, 
October 18th at approximately 6:32 pm I was in my home with the doors and windows 
closed and the cooler on high. I heard a jet in the distance approaching for a landing. 
The noise became so loud that both my husband and I had to physically put our fingers in 
our ears to try and block the noise. The noise got louder and louder and louder. It did not 
calm down .... ifI took my fingers out of my ears it hurt so bad. 

After the plane landed I had a headache and ringing in my ears for several minutes . .. If 
this is the kind of air craft that OM plans to bring in and to fly more frequently, it is not 
acceptable. I have been a supporter of OM for many years. I am not a newcomer to the 

area or to OM. In fact, I am a 5th generation Tucsonan, my children are 6th generation 
Tucsonans and my grandchildren are 7th generation Tucsonans. We are not new here. 
This is not a complaint that I make lightly. I can not afford the approximate $21 ,000 that 
was mentioned in a newspaper earlier this week to soundproof my home, to protect my 
hearing, that of my children or my grandchildren. I also can not afford to move. I also 
want to say again that [ am not opposed to OM [ am not trying to get them closed and [ 
am not opposed to their flight pattern. What I am opposed to is the increased level of 
noise that these new jets coming in are going to be causing. This is becoming more than 
just an inconvenience or annoyance. It is now a health issue. I do not feel it is in 
Tucson's best interests to bring in aircraft that can cause damage to a person's hearing. 
Please do not extend the noise levels of these zones and do not permit an increase to the 
loudness of the aircraft. Thankyou". 

AI093 TU 

I was on several committees on the issue of dealing with jets that are already too loud in] 
Tucson. We asked many times what type of jet flew over the area Northwest of OM on 
Monday, October 18 at - 6:32pm. Neighbors made a freedom of information request to NO-8 
find out what type of jet this was, but were asked to remove this request. However, this 
question was never answered. Maybe it was an F22 or maybe an F35. Whatever it was, 
it was much too loud. 

Another person who testified at the 2004 hearing was Elizabeth Sal per ••••••• 
_): "The current noise level is already so high that when we're outside my son 
covers his ears and says "momma, the planes are too loud. They hurt my ears." What 
will I tell Mica if the current noise level increases by 4 times this current level? I lose at 
least 15 minutes a day of reading to Mica because he can not hear over the jet noise. 
Imagine how the increased noise level will affect 10 schools and countless pre schools 
and day care centers located within the proposed hi noise zone. How many children will 
get a double dose of jet noise? One at home and one at school. To illustrate this point 
further, let me quote what the Federal Interagency committee on aviation noise, FICAN, 
acknowledged in their 2000 report. "Research on the affect of Air Craft noise on 
children 's hearing suggest that aircraft noise can interfere with learning in the following 
areas: reading, motivation, language and speech acquisition and memory. The strongest 
findings to date are in the area of reading where more than 20 studies have shown that 
children in noise impact zones are negatively affected by aircraft. The increase in noise 
will affect al l or our neighborhoods in the high noise zone. I strongly urge the Mayor and 
Council to heed its own Planning Commission and to call for an Environmental Impact 
Study that includes accurate monitoring of decibel levels over the affected neighborhood. 
This is harmful noise. These are our chi ldren." 

Another, Brook Hardy ( ) stated: "Another point about the Environmental 
Impact Study. If a new study is to be conducted I think before you vote on this issue we 
must know that this is going to be conducted I a manner that takes into account the noise 
spikes and that is not based on averages and I'm not sure that we have that guarantee and 
know how that would be conducted or when it would be conducted. And, also, I would 
like to point out what a critical health issue this is. Increased missions and louder planes 
means more pollution. Burned jet fuel is seriously toxic, it's carcenogenic. This is a high 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–711
 

 

 

 

 

density population area. This is the center, the heart of the city. The environmental 
connection to cancer and respiratory problems is very real although very difficult to 
calculate, very difficult to follow. So this is a critical public health issue and I'd like you 
to take that into account as well. 

Another, Edward O'Hannon ( ) stated: "(I live) right in the middle of the 
accident potential zone number 2 ... (we should) hire an engineering firm for a day when 
the planes are at their noisiest to record the decibel level in our area. I know that the 
results of this test will show that DM noise far exceeds those noise conditions as laid out 
in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services publication. Second thing, to 
retain a lawyer to start a class action suit against this council for malfeasance and issuing 
building permits within this area, knowing that by doing so, they were creating conditions 
detrimental to the health of those persons to who the building permits were given." 

Another, Tom Birdsell stated: "I live in the heart of this impact region ... (_ 
~ •• ~.~. I did some amateur sound measurements from my house which is just 
North of Robison Elementary School over the past week. The average for A-IO' s in 
decibels was about 82, urn, some ofthe other planes were up in the 95 region and there 
was several A-6's which they've been flying in recently, which is an obsolete intruder, I 
don' t know whey they're bringing these in but those were 100 decibels ... as someone has 
already pointed out I think the damage point for hearing is 130. 

So, I really don't see how that's compatible with people actually living and working and 
walking and playing outdoors . ... Arizona Constitution article 17 section 2 ... explicitly 
states that no property shall be damaged or taken without just compensation first being 
made. As far as I can tell, no ones been talking about any compensation. However, this is 
clearly an issue of defacto taking and damage to property . ... the City of Tucson official 
website has been putting out misinformation about the noise overlays. I'm not sure if 
anyone' s aware of that. But, the Tucson city website has been putting out, urn, I think 
it's in the power point presentation that actually you presented (apparently indicating 
Albert Elias) you had on the cities website current decibel65-69 noise contour extends 
only to the extreme northwest corner of section 21 ... so this means that the city has 
actually been misrepresenting the proposed noise contour to the public for I don't know 
how many months and the difference is by over a mile. 

So if people go to the website in order to get the shindig on this proposal they're going to 
look and they' re going to see the current decibel contour as the city has its deep into 
section 17 whereas the actual current 65 decibel contour barely even touches the 
southeast comer of section 16. So this is a discrepancy of a mile. And so people that 
have been relying on the city to provide this information accurately have accidentally 
been deceived and so I think it's very very important that the city takes time to correct 
this misinformation on the city website. I've documented it and I have backup 
documents so I can send them to all of you either copies of the Power Point Presentation, 
or of the images that show this major, us, sort of major gafaw. And I think it's really 
only fair that the citizens whose livings and lives and homes are being impacted by this 
you give them the correct information. So I really think ... a hold (should) be placed on 
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this until people are given the correct information, and how it ' ll affect their lives. Urn, 
and if a hold is not given I think it'll reflect very poorly on the city since they ' re the ones 
that are responsible for making the noise contours look like there will be no change 
especially in section 17 where many of these people here are from tonight and are very 
concerned over it... 

I'm a biologist, I have a PhD in biology and I know there are serious health effects 
including hypertension, and from excessive exposure to noise and I don' t think anyone 
seriously expects the children to put on aviation style head phones where they go out to 
the play ground because that would be sort of, sort of ridiculous. But anyway, thank you 
very much." 

Another, Karen Falkenstrom I ) stated: "We believe the current mission of 
DM specified A-IO ' s and C-!30' s both of which are relatively quiet aircraft. The 
Colonel, ah Colonel Isherwood, who gave a presentation at the last study session stated 
that before any new planes would come to DM that an Environmental Impact study 
would be done, yet he also sated that there were 3 F16' s and 3 AJ 60' s currently at DM. 
We're wondering if you could point us to a copy of the Environmental Impact study that 
was done for those. And also, there are significant numbers of visiting jets at DM during 
the year. Is there an EIS required for those planes? The Colonel stated that 15-20 miles 
out planes are 3-4,000 feet and dropping 3 degrees towards the base. Urn, via simple 
geometry, which I actually can do since my classroom was relatively uninterrupted as I 
was growing up with regards to loud noises, this translates to about 500 feet over the 
houses that are 2 miles from the base. Yet, in answering the question how loud planes 
are at typical landing heights over houses northwest of the base, the Colonel quoted 85 
decibels for an A-I 0 at 1500' . Instead, we ask that he answer the question how loud is an 
A-JO at 500' or how loud is an FI6 at 500' or an F-18 for that matter." 

I myself at that hearing stated: "The JLUS study upon which this law is based states that 
we will now live in an area considered "incompatible with residential use" both in terms 
of noise levels and safety (JLUS, p. 5-9 and p. 3-5). A legal change is being made that 
will clearly devalue our property .... Increasing noise has an adverse affect on property 
values. Thus, a property owner in the new high noise zone should be compensated. We 
understand that the Constitution of the State of Arizona (Article 2, Section 17) is very 
strongly worded to protect property owners. If private land is even damaged for the 
public good, then a compensation fund must be set up to compensate people in advance 
of the damage .... 

It would be irresponsible for you to approve this zoning overlay change before having an 
EIS properly done, establishing a baseline by flying A-lOs and C !30s. Such an EIS 
should avoid using the average method for noise boundaries, as such averages are shown 
to be inadequate. Damage is done to ears by the peaks not averages. OSHA has strict 
requirements for noise exposure and we wonder if all the businesses in the area have been 
notified. Outside noise is unfixable. Many of us live in Tucson specifically to enjoy 
being outdoors. Kids play outdoors. No amount of sound proofing money can fix 
this .... " 
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Colonel Isherwood (LUC Public Hearing, Oct 6, 2004) pointed out that the planning that 
was done for Tucson was not worst case (meaning not for an F35): "a planning factor to 
use - we' re not trying to make it best case and we're not trying to make it worst case. 
We give you again something nonnative middle of the road if you will." Thus, the nOiSJ 
zones should be expanded again if the F35 will be coming. Anticipate even greater 
opposition to this zoning overlay than the last (which was significant opposition), LU-I 
especially since wealthier communities will be directly affected. 

Kurt Bradley (LUC Public Hearing, Oct 6, 2004) stated: By accepting the plan outline of 
the JLUS, the City will be sending a signal to the Pentagon that Tucsonans are willing to 
accept twice as many missions with planes 4x as loud and more flights at night. This is a 
recipe for base citizen conflict. . .. The land use code changes appear designed more for 
the radical expansion of mission at OM than about protecting the base and surrounding 
communities. I think the threat of closure should not be used to drive City zoning policy 
and I ask that the Planning commission reject this land use code amendment. .. " 

Landowner to the Southeast (LUC Public Hearing, Oct 6, 2004): "The financial impact 
studies we haven' t seen are what it's going to do to the people it affects in those areas. 
They were purposely left out because the numbers are staggering and scary ... 1 just sold 5 
acres of my father ' s land. On the other side just outside the zone, industrial, for 10 times 
what I can or what the county and city have offered me inside the flight zone. Before the 
regulation I was getting 3-5 times more than what I could get now. That's pretty serious. 
Those are serious numbers when you' re property drops from $50,000 to $8,600 ... " 

Citizen (LUC Public Hearing, Oct 6, 2004): " I can 't carry on a conversation in my home 
with the doors and windows closed, and I' ve got double pain windows. I don ' t know 
whether this plane coming in is as bad as what I'm afraid it's going to be, but if it's 
anything like that, then my home will be unliveable, at least for a home office." 

Albert Marsh (LUC Hearing, Oct 6, 2004): Back in the 40s or whenever Oavis-Monthan 
was established, I don' t think there were any supersonic jets flying over the town, and I 
think people could coexist with the airplanes and the noise that they made because it 
wasn' t really that intrusive ... now there are more jets and they ' re louder. ... there' s been 
this evolution of increased noise and increased impact on the citizens of Tucson. And it 
seems to me like there is a basic incompatibility between the Air Force' s noise and 
people living in this town and having a good quality oflife .. .I know what the 
environmental impact is on me. It 's affecting me everyday I'm outside the house and the 
planes are flying over my head and it's horrible now and it's going to get really bad 
later. . .It' s not fair to the citizens of Tucson to be being treated this way and to going 
around and around about some environmental impact when everybody knows we're 
being impacted. Everybody in this room knows it, and you know it too if you've ever 
stood on the ground underneath one of those things. 

Steve Leal (at October 6 - LUC Public Hearing?): "It' s really to the credit of the Air 
Force that they have volunteered to do an EIS, but at the same time, what the 
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methodology is and the noise testing that they use will detennine if the EIS is valid or 
helpful or not." 

Many more affected neighbors also spoke out about jets already affecting them. The ~ 
point of all this background testimony at Public Hearings is that the F35 does not belong 
anywhere in a major metropolitan center like Tucson, flying directly over people ' s homes NO-37 
either at TIA or at Davis Monthan Air Force Base. It is too loud and not welcome based 
on public comment at Public Hearings. 

I should also point out that when I bought my house (which is as close to the University 
of Arizona as to the Air Force base) several years back there were no documents 
regarding the house that mentioned jets or the Air Force. One year later, it was suddenly 
in a zone considered incompatible with residential use both in terms of noise and safety. 
Planes go right overhead such that if they fall out of the sky they will fall on my house. 
They fly at very low elevations, about 500 feet over the houses 2 miles from the base. A 
neighborhood representative, Karen Falkenstrom stated, " ... in answering . .. how loud 
planes are at typical landing heights over houses northwest of the base, the Colonel 
quoted 85 decibels for an A-I 0 at 1500 feet. Instead, we ask that he answer. . . how loud is 
an A-I 0 at 500 feet. .. " How many decibels will the F35 be at 500 feet? This -
information must be included in the EIS. Table B-1 does not include the F35. Clearly 
this infonnation is most relevant, and should be prominent, not missing, from such a 
thick document. This OEIS is not ready for comment if it is missing such basic 
information. I see the F35 at 1,000 feet in table TU 3.2-5 is 120 decibels. I believe that 
OSHA work place requirements only allow a 4 second exposure per day at this decibel 
level. The OSHA standards should be included in the EIS. -

NO-48 
NO-52 
NO-93 

Also, this OEIS seems not to mention that TIA lacks the ability to load live ordinance. J 
One fear is that the F35 will "sneak" into OM much as Operation Snow Bird Tornadoes, 
Harriers, FI6 and F18 's have "snuck" into OM, all with no EIS. Also, the high noise DO-30 
zones should extend much further to the northwest along the flight path and must be 
based on actual noise measurements. 

-
I pointed out before the expansion of the high noise zone for OM in 2004 that my 
property values would go down. My property values have gone down. I requested 
compensation in advance, yet no one has offered me any compensation and still has not. 
I still have only single pain windows and a swamp cooler. Many of the people affected 
by the jets have only swamp coolers, and this must be reflected in the OEIS, which it 
currently is not. No mitigation has been offered to me, and the Air Force indicates, in the 
Joint Land Use Study (p.5-8), that mitigation does not work at such high decibel levels 
anyway (" . . . it is important to note that single-event noise levels at significantly higher 
decibels would not be fully mitigated"). -

SO-I 
SO-l1 
NO-3 
NO-20 

jets overhead. In the Joint Land Use Study (p. 5-3) the Department of Defense NO-6 
It was pointed out before the expansion that there are serious health effects from haVin1 

acknowledges that noise at louder levels can cause permanent hearing loss, stress, NO-3 
increased blood pressure, sleep interruption, sleep deprivation and decreased ability to 



 

 

Final 
June 2012 

 F-35A
 Training B

asing Environm
ental Im

pact Statem
ent 

A
ppendix D

 – C
om

m
ent R

esponse D
ocum

ent – Individual Letters 
D

.6–713
 

 

 

 

 

concentrate. I was diagnosed with a life threatening disease after the expansion. Can I 
prove this was due to the jets? It is impossible to prove cause and effect. I feel as though 
both my health and career has been significantly adversely affected from dealing with 
this whole issue. Perhaps the pro F35 people will benefit monetarily from the F35, but 
these are our homes and our very lives. Louder jets have already harmed me and my 
neighbors, and no one has done anything about it nor do they seem to care. One of the 
guiding principles of the Joint Land Use Study (p.1-4) to "Focus on fair and equitable 
solutions for all affected parties" has most certainly not been achieved. -

AI093 TV 

NO-6 
cont'd 

Finally, the DElS does not adequately address the fact that mostly low income people J 
will be adversely affected by the F35 . One of my favorite movies "A Few Good Men". EJ-4 
champions the idea that the Air Force should protect the weak, not harm them. The F35 
should not fly directly over homes in Tucson. 

Sincerely, 

Elisabeth McFarlane 

Cc: info@TucsonForward.com, mayor1@lucsonaz.gov, ward1@lucsonaz.gov, 
ward2@lucsonaz .gov, ward3@lucsonaz.gov, ward4@lucsonaz.gov, ward5@lucsonaz.gov, 
ward6@lucsonaz .gov 
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Ms. Kim Fornof 
Mr. David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
Aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Dear Ms. Fornof and Mr. Martin, 

March 11 , 2012 

After reading over the Executive Summary, I have the following questions/concerns. The 
excerpts below are all from Executive Summary Table 57 of the DElS: 

"Potential Hearing Loss: No off-installation residents would be affected by noise levels at 
which the risk of hearing loss is considered to be significant (>80 dB DNL) under any 
scenario ... No on-installation residents would be affected at levels > 80 dB DNL under any 
scenario. ~~ 

-

How can the above statement be made? Does it include people underneath the flight path (of 
which there are thousands, since flights fly diagonally across the city in and out of Davis Month 
Air Force Base, and since TIA has no provision for loading live ordinance). I do not think that 
the above is a true statement, since there are times the F35 may need to fly in and out of OM, are 
there not? -

"Sleep Disturbance: Cumulative average percentage of persons awakened at least once per nigJt 
among all locations studied with windows closed would increase by 16% under Scenarios TI and 
T2 and by 23% under Scenario T3." 

The problem with the above statement is "with the windows closed". Many Tucsonans, myself 
included, have swamp or evaporative coolers for cooling which wi ll only operate with the 
windows open. This must be addressed. 

NO-2 

NO-3 

"Classroom Impacts: ANSI standards for new school construction may not be met at I, 2, and] 
of the 5 schools studied under Scenarios TI , T2, and T3, respectively." 

SO-47 
What does "may not be met" in the above mean? Will they be met, or will they not? Ifnot, in 
what way not? What are the implications of noncompliance? 

"Speech Interference: Cumulative average events per daytime hour with potential to interfere -
with speech would increase by II %, 92%, and 172% under Scenarios Tl , T2, and T3, 
respectively, at locations studies with windows closed." 

Again, the above analysis must be done considering open windows due to the prevalence of 
swamp or evaporative coolers in the affected area that require that windows are open. Even 
without this concern, the percent increases are alarming, especially for T3. -

NO-3 

"Additional Annoyance: Off-installation/airport residents affected by > 65 dB DNL would 
increase from 407 to 1,918; 4,378; and 8,534 persons under Scenarios TI , T2, and T3, 

lNO-4 
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respectively. Off-installation/airport acres affected by >65 dB DBL would increase from 500 to 
1,200; 1,942; ad 2,938 under Scenarios TI , T2, and T3, respectively." 

Thousands more residents could be affected according to the above, but the noise contours need 
to be extended further along the flight path. According to The Effects of Noise on Man, by Karl 
D. Kryter, Second Edition, 1985, Academic Press, p. 575 " ... the relation between distance to an 
airport and LDN is quite different from that found under the main take-off flight paths.", and, 
same book, p. 575 " ... at a distance of on ly one mile to the side of an airport, the aircraft noise is 
negligible (LDN less than 55). However, at the end of the runway (on the flight path), an LDN 
of 55 dB is not reached until about 6 miles from the end of the runway." Thus, really, more 
homes would be affected. This must be addressed. -
"Subsonic Noise: DNL beneath SUAs would increase by up to 3, 6, and 8 dB under Scenarios -
Tl, T2, and T3, respectively, but would not exceed 65 dB under any scenario. DNL beneath the 
primary use MTR would increase by II , 14 , and 16 dB under Scenarios Tl , T2, and T3, 
respectively, but would not exceed 65 dB under any scenario." 

I don't know if subsonic means "Very Low Frequency or infrasonic", but ifit does, the fo llowing 

NO-4 
cont'd 

applies: From The Effects of Noise on Man by Karl D. Kryter, 1970, Academic Press, p. 534 "It NO-I06 
is conceivable that intense low frequency sound and acoustic energy at frequencies below about 
20 Hz (infrasonic) could have particularly adverse effects on man. In addition to the possible 
stimulation of the vestibular system and pain in the ear, sound in the region of 10-75 Hz or so 
could cause resonant vibration in the chest, throat, and nose cavities of the body, and the 
resonant frequency of the eyeball is near 5 Hz." Please address whether on not this would be a 
concern. -

"Supersonic Noise: CDNL would decrease beneath all primary training SUAs in which ~ 
supersonic training is allowed. Average number of sonic booms per day would decrease beneath NO-lOS 
all primary training SUAs." 

I don' t understand the above statement. What is an SUA (please defme - it is not in the list of:::J GE-27 
acronyms on page 84 of the Executive Summary). Still, this statement implies that the number I 0-105 
of sonic booms per day would decrease. How many sonic booms per day are there currently? b,J N 
was not aware of any, but for them to decrease, I guess there must be some. Also, I'm not sure if 
supersonic is the same as ultrasonic or very high frequency, but if it is, the following seems 
disturbing: p. 536 from Kryter, The Effects of Noise on Man, 1970, "Acoustic energy in the 
frequency region above 20,000 Hz is called ultrasonic because it is inaudible to man. Actually, 
for most adults, acoustic energy above 10,000 Hz is ultrasonic . . . the advent of the jet NO-I06 
engine ... provided relatively common sources of high intensity ultrasonics ... while there is 
considerable energy in the bands above 20,000 Hz, there is energy that often exceeds the damage 
risk values specified as tolerable, for long exposures. " Please address if the above would be a 
concern. -

"Under Scenarios T2 and T3, an additional 1,551 total acres (153 residential) and 2,430 total l SO-ll 
acres (308 residential)" ... would be in an incompatible zone. 

AI093 TV 

More homes in an incompatible with residential use zone does not seem like a good idea at all. j 
Will these people be compensated? Is it legal to knowingly affect people like this without a plan 
for compensation? 

SO-ll 
Noise generated by F35A flight operations has the potential to adversely impact property values conrd 

for those properties and residents newly exposed to noise levels >65 dB DNL, and particularly 
for properties newly exposed to noise levels >75 dB DNL. 

Again, would this property value effect be compensated? Ifnot, please state this fact. Again, i;-j SO-tO 
it legal to knowingly affect people like this without a plan for compensation? ~ 

"Noise levels would remain below 55 dB DNL in the primary airspace units. Change in noise J 
would be noticed and may cause annoyance, but no impacts on property values or other 
socioeconomic resources are expected." DO-30 

I don't think the above is a true statement if you consider that TIA does not have live ordinance 
capabilities, and the F35 would then need to fly in and out ofDM. This is a major concern. ;= 
Also, in the 1985 version of Kryter, The Effects of Noise on Man, the following points are made: 

p. 575 " ... the relation between distance to an airport and LDN is quite different from that found 
under the main take-off flight paths." And, later on the same page, " . .. at a distance of only one NO-4 
mile to the side of an airport, the aircraft noise is negligible (LDN less than 55). However, at the 
end of the runway (on the flight path), an LDN of 55 dB is not reached until about 6 miles from 
the end of the runway." 

The above statements seem to clearly imply that the noise contours should extend further along 
the flight path. -
"The F35A aircraft scenarios would present a disproportionately high and adverse impact on 10] 
income populations ... " 

I think the above is a true statement, but will anything be done about this? This would seem to EJ-4 
put and unfair and adverse burden on those least able to "take it" . Will anything done for these 
people? If not, please state that there are no plans to compensate these people in any way. 
Again, is it legal to knowingly affect people like this without a plan for compensation, especialiYj SO-tO 
since there seems no other recourse available to them? .-J 

" ... between I and 2 schools and up to I child care center would be affected by noise levels >651 SO-ll 
dB DNL." .-J 

Again, will these affected people be compensated in any way? Ifnot, please state that they wilil SO-tO 
not. Again, is it legal to knowingly affect people like this without a plan for compensation? ~ 

I see no where in the DEIS the decibels for the F35 at 500 feet on landing. Yet, this is the l NO-19 
elevation planes fly at 2 miles out from Davis Monthan Air Force Base (assuming they use the 
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current flight path) since TIA has no live ordinance capabi lity. This information must be I NO-\9 
included. .=.J coord 

Thank you for the chance to comment on the DEIS. This concludes my comments on the Tucson 
part of The Executive Summary. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: mayorl@tucsonaz.gov, regina.romero@tucsonaz.gov, paul.cunningham@tucsonaz.gov, 
karin.uhlich@tucsonaz.gov, shirley. scott@tucsonaz.gov, richard.fimbres@tucsonaz.gov, 
steve.kozachik@tucsonaz.gov, info@TucsonForward.com 

Ms. Kim Fornof 
Mr. David Martin 
Air Force Contractor 
Aetc.a7cp.inbox@us.af.mil 

Dear Ms. Fornofand Mr. Martin, 

March 12,2012 

The following are my specific comments on the DEIS. Page numbers refer to the DEIS 
unless otherwise noted. DEIS Volume One 

p. 5 "At Boise AGS, Luke AFB, and Tucson AGS, noise levels generated by the F-35A 
in the vicinity of the main airfields would adversely impact the exposed population, 
subsequently resulting in potentially adverse impacts on residents, property values, and 
environmental justice communities, including children." 

So, you state a knowing adverse impact on the citizens. Is this legal? Isn' t this 
unconstitutional? I' m unaware of effective legal recourse that these people have. 

p. 5, "Construction expenditures and personnel changes would generate beneficial 
socioeconomic impacts on the surrounding communities by generating additional jobs 
and income." 

The above statement seems unsupported. Please indicate where this statement is 
corroborated. 

p. 48, "Within that period, the Air Force actively so licited comments from the public, local 
governments, Federal and state agencies, and environmental groups to make sure their concerns 
and comments about the proposed bed down were included in the analyses."; and p. 48 "The 
purpose of these meetings was to provide the public an opportunity to learn about the 
proposal and solicit public and agency inputs for the EIS analysis."; and p. 49 
'The Final EIS will be prepared following the public comment period and shall address 
comments submitted during the public comment period or presented at public hearings 
that address matters within the scope of the EIS." 

I thought that the reason for public input was so that the public could help in the decision 
making process, not have their concerns included in a document. Public input meetings 
would of course include learning and include inputs for the analysis, but [ would have 
thought that the main purpose was to consider public input in deci sion making, as 
opposed to simply being included "in the analyses". If the purpose of the Public Input is 
only to make a more complete document, as opposed to influencing decision, this is an 
important distinction, and must be made clear in announcements that ask for public 
input. Please make it clear in the EIS the purpose of the Public Input. If it has no 
bearing on deci sion making, thi s needs to be clear. 

AI093TU 

SO-tO 

NP- \ 
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p. 49 "The Final EIS will provide the decision makers with a comprehensive review of 
the potential environmental consequences of selecting basing locations for F-35A training 
aircraft." 

So, here is the decision making component. Perhaps a statement could be added that it is 
assumed that decision makers will weigh public input heavily since they are elected by the public 
(assuming th is is true). 

p.12 "The ROD will identifY which location or locations have been selected by the Air Force 
decision makers, how many F-35A aircraft would be bedded down at the selected location or 
locations, and what management actions or mitigation measures would be carried out to reduce, 
where possible, adverse impacts on the environment." 

Please include what will happen if no management actions or mitigation measures are possible. 
Also, please mention who are the decision makers? Are these elected officials, and if so, which 
ones? -

p. 73 "Live munitions are not stored at Tucson AGS; therefore, for live-fire exercises, the 
162 FW must transit to Davis-Monthan AFB for weapons loading." 

The above point is critical. If F35's must fly in and out ofDM, then F35 jets should not 
be in Tucson at a ll. This is for two primary reasons: I) Flights in and out of OM, I 
believe it has been stated, will use the current flight paths. However, this would mean 
that the F35 would be flying directly over homes at very low elevations. Homes 2 miles 
from the base along the flight path are over flown at only 500 feet on landing. The DEIS 
does not say how many decibels the F35 will generate on landing (Table B-1 does not 
include the F35). However, Table TU 3.2-5 shows the F35 at 120 dB at 1,000 feet. 
Obviously, the noise at 500 feet would be much too loud, especially since OSHA 
standards only allow something like 4 seconds per day at 120 dB. Please include the 
OSHA standards in the EIS. -

"Initial rough order of magnitude construction cost calculations have been completed for
each alternative for the construction and renovation projects projected for the F-35A 
beddown ... and at Tucson AGS, $175 to $190 million." 

Have these construction contracts already been awarded, and if so, to whom? 

p.77 " ... the cantonment areas at Boise AGS, Luke AFB, and Tucson AGS are heavily 
developed. Therefore, space is limited, making the availability of suitable and sufficient 
land an important criterion. In some cases, an existing structure would be demolished to 
allow for construction of the new structure that would be built for the F-35A beddown." 

Would the re-built buildings be larger than the current? Otherwise, why tear down one to just put 
up another? This would seem to be very inefficient. -

NP-l 
cont'd 

00-30 

GE-28 

AI093TU 

maneuvers of up to eight aircraft simultaneously." 00-47 
p.84 "Some of the advanced training requires airspace that can accommodate the tactical] 

Would 8 F35s ever fly together over the city of Tucson? 

p.84 "Since a closed pattern operation essentially consists of a landing and a takeoff, it is 
considered two operations." 

I was under the impression that DM had counted closed pattern operations as one previously, but 
I agree it shou ld count as two. 

p.86 "F-35A low-level flight training on an MTR is genera lly at 500 feet above ground level." j 
To how many decibels would someone on the ground at the airport, say, be subjected in this case? NO-19 
If harmful, will the Air Force only fly where people won ' t accidentally be subjected to extreme 
noise? 

p.86 "Some F-35A training missions wou ld include supersonic speeds and require approved 
airspace for supersonic flight operations." 

In the Executive Summary it said that supersonic flights wou ld be reduced. However, I' m 
unaware of sonic booms currently. How many are there currently? 

p.86 "While predominant F-35A training operations would occur in the airspace, ranges, and -
auxiliary airfields identified as primary use, the F-35A 
would not be limited to using only those areas. The F-35A may conduct operations in 
other SUA, on other ranges, and at other airfields within the nationwide SUA, Air Traffic 
Control Assigned Airspace, MTR, and auxili ary airfield network, which can be defined 
as occasional use." 

This is a critical point. If this involves flying low over people or their homes, th is is a very big 

NO-4 

problem. How occasional? This is why the F35 would appear not to fit with a major =] 
metropolitan area like Tucson. GE-l 

p.88 "Occasional use airspace and ranges would generally receive only infrequent use by the F- ] 
35A." 

Please define infrequent. 

00-76 

extremely rare occasion, where a dud flare is found, it should not be moved, the location SA-5 

p.90 "On extremely rare occasions (estimated at approximately 0.01 percent of flares l 
dispensed), a flare may not ignite and would fall to the earth as a dud flare. In an 

should be identified, and the Air Force base public affairs office should be contacted and 
provided with the dud flare location." 
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Please identify possible danger for the person finding such a dud flare, assuming they are J SA-5 
unaware of proper procedure. cont'd 

p.102 "As F-35A becomes operationally mature, the aircraft mishap rate is expected to become -
comparable with similarly sized aircraft with a similar mission. The Class A rate is not yet 
determined for the F-35A, and, as with any new aircraft, there are always elements ofa new 
system that require testing. Resolution of issues discovered during the test and evaluation period 
would be accomplished before full training begins at any location." 

I think several residents of Tucson have taken issue with the above statement, 
understandably. If initial mishap rates are unknown but expected to settle down to those 
of similar planes, this implies initial mishap rates are likely to be higher than current 
values, correct? Also, there ' s no reason to expect that one plane will have the same 
mishap rates of a similar plane at all. It states in the Joint Land Use Study that single 
engine jets are inherently less safe than double engine jets like the A-I 0 for example. _ 

SA-. 

p.121 "Noise levels would remam <55 dB DNL beneath the primary use airspace. Change m 
noise would be notIced and may cause annoyance, but no impacts on property values or other 
socioeconomic resources are expected." 

What about noise levels in occasional use areas? Is OM an occasional use area? 
major concern. 

] 

NO-4 

This IS a 

p.129 "( I) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action -
(2) Minimizing the impact by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation 
(3) Rectirying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment 
(4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations 
during the lifetime of the action 
(5) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments" 

In terms of mitigation, and subjecting residents to harmful noise, it would appear that only option 
I below really applies, since harmful noise can't be rectified (3) or be replaced (4); options (2) 
and (5) seem to imply limiting flights, which does not seem tenable. Or perhaps you could 
comment further? 

p.129 "Following the EIS Record of Decision, a Mitigation Plan will be prepared ... " 

What if the plan is not acceptable at that point? It would be best to comment on the mitigation 
plan as part of the E1S. 

p.132 "However, impacts that cannot be mitigated could occur. Some of these impacts could be 
considered adverse or annoying to potentially affected individuals." 

The above statement is more than a little vague. Please expand upon this. 

-

p. 132 "Such unavoidable, adverse impacts would be identified for decision makers in the Final] 
EIS and Record of Decision." 

What recourse will the adversely affected people have? 

NO-20 

SO-tO 

AI093TU 

This is a disturbing statement. Perhaps the better way to say this is that Military aircraft noise is 

p.137 "Military aircraft noise is not federally regulated." J 
not regulated by anyone at all. If the Federal government doesn ' t regulate it, then who does? NO-117 
Since noise has been used as a weapon, surely someone must regulate it? Otherwise the military 
could use noise against its own people, right? 

p.137 "The 1972 Noise Control Act (P.L. 92-574) mandated noise limits on certain categories Of] 
equipment, but military weapon systems, 
including planes, bombs, and artillery, were not classified as equipment as defined in this law." NO-liS 

What entity decided the definition of equipment? When was this definition created? 

p.137 "The Air Force has voluntarily agreed ... " 

The Air Force has voluntarily agreed with whom? This makes it sound like the Air Force is 
separate from the Federal Government, but it' s not, is it? 

p.140 "Nevertheless, findings substantiate the claim that community annoyance in response to -
aircraft noise is predicted quite reliably using DNL." 

I do not think that the above statement is true statement. For example, Kryter, 1985, The Effects 
of Noise on Man states: 
p. 132 " ... the "10 dB per doubling" growth of noisiness agrees fairly well with laboratory 
experiments with aircraft noise up to peak indoor levels of about 80 dBA (fig 5. I 2(a)), but that at 
higher levels (fig. 5.12 (b)), the subjective noisiness or unwanted ness grows at a somewhat 
greater rate. This finding is consistent with some attitude survey findings in communities that 
show a sharp increase in the rate of growth of annoyance as a function of the exposure level of 
aircraft noise when the level exceeds a certain high level. 
Also, in Kryter, same year: 
p. 122 " Evidence indicates (Borsky, ref. 37) that the feelings of annoyance from noise 
interference effects stays the same or grows with continued years of living in a noisy area even 
though the people have adapted to the fact that the noise is to be present." 
Also, in Kryter, same year: 
p.142 " ... the longer the duration in the buildup of the intensity of noise, the more unacceptable it 
is, even though the total duration and energy remains the same ... a sound that increases slowly to 
a given peak level and then decreases rapidly is much more objectionable than one of the same 
total duration and maximum intensity that increases rapidly and then decreases slowly in 
intensity ... " -

NO-l20 

Also, the main point is that the main correlation with annoyance is proximity to the flight path. ] 
This point should be made strongly in the EIS. NO-65 

p.140 " It was assumed that each of the schools in the list of sensitive receptors maintains a 
"windows closed" condition and provides approximately 25 dB of noise level reduction. 

This is not true for Tucson. A huge percentage of people must have windows open for their 
cooling systems. 
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calculated under both "windows open" and "windows closed" conditions." NO-121 

p.141 "Typical residential construction provides structural noise attenuation of approximately 15] 
dB with windows open and 25 dB with windows closed, and probabilities of awakening were 

Please define "typical residential construction". Many of the homes affected are older and poorly 
insulated. 

p.142 "As per a 000 policy memorandum published in 2009, populations exposed to noise 
greater than 80 dB DNL are at the greatest risk of population hearing loss (Undersecretary of 
Defense for Acquisition Technology and Logistics 2009)." 

The above statement acknowledges that the 000 knows that hearing loss can happen with 
repeated exposure to high noise. What is the plan or solution for affected people? 

p.142 "The 000 policy directs that hearing loss risk should be assessed using the methodology -
described in U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA)" 

The problem with the above is that the EPA conclusions are only for nonimpulsive noise. This is 
clearly impulsive noise, and must be considered: 
p. 313 Kryter, 1985, "As deduced by Johnson and maintained in the EPA documents, continuous 
noise at a level or 73 to 75 dBA for 8 house per workday and a work career of 45 years (or the 
energy equivalent) will protect virtually the whole popUlation from having more than 5 dB NIPTS 
at 4000 Hz. The EPA conclusions are based only on, and are presumably applicable to, the 
assessment of non impulsive noise. 
From Kryter, 1985, p. 141 " ... when a sound increases in level above the threshold level for 
noisiness (estimated as 45 dBA indoors and 55 dBA outdoors, for brief sounds) at a rate greater 
than about 10 dB/sec, it is judged impulsive. Also from Kryter, 1985 p. 147 " . .. the impulse 
correction is about 5 dB greater when the ... aircraft noise are heard indoors but measured 
outdoors ... " 

p.142 "According to a report by Ludlow and Sixsmith, there were no significant differences in 
audiometric test results between military personnel who, as children, had lived in or near stations 
where jet operations were based, and a similar group who had no such exposure as children 
(Ludlow and Sixsmith 1999)." 

The above statement seems misleading. The critical issue would be to test people right under the 
flight path versus others, not who lived in or near stations where jet operations were based. 
Again, people under the flight path are the main concern!!! 

p.143 "Most studies attempting to clarity such health effects have found that noise exposure 
levels established for hearing protection will also protect against any potential non-auditory 
health effects, at least in workplace conditions.: 

The problem here is the phrase "at least in workplace conditions". There are 24 hours in a day. If 
people are at work 8 hours a day, this leaves potentially 16 at home, which is a factor of two, and 
hence extremely significant. -

NO-I22 

p.143 "The potential for noise to affect physiological health, such as the cardiovascular system, 
has been brought up; however, no unequivocal evidence exists to support such claims (Harris l NO-123 

AI093TU 

1997); and p. 143 " Research studies regarding the non-auditory health effects of aircraft noise are 
ambiguous, at best, and often contradictory." 

Please Identity these research studies. This is an untrue statement. For example, in Kryter, 1970, 
it states: p.508 "The incidence of hypertension (arterial blood pressure) tends to be greater in 
workers exposed to high frequency ... noise and to ... broadband noise ... ", and later, " ... workers 
in ... noisy industries ... suffer unusually high percentages of circulatory, digestive, metabolic, 
neurological, and psychiatric difficulties. -

NO-123 
cont'd 

p.143 Sonic booms are commonly associated with structural damage. 
] NO-17 

Who pays for such damage and how? 

p.144 "At sonic boom overpressures less than 4 pounds per square foot, damage to structures is 
relatively infrequent." 

How infrequent, and are those typical sonic boom overpressures? 

p.144 " While qualities of the property itself, surrounding properties, and the local real estate 
market are clearly the primary determinants of 
value, ambient noise levels could also playa role in determining market value. The effect of 
ambient noise level on real property market value has been studied extensively, but results have 
been contradictory." 

-

I believe the above is an untrue statement. As pointed out in Kryter, 1985, "The reason is that the 
commerce, even if not of local interest, is a matter of interest to people living in area not impacted 
by the noise. At the same time, if a noise environment (e.g., that from commercial aircraft) is 
protected from local government control because of interstate commerce or other reasons, the 
citizens whose health is affected or whose property values are reduced because of the noise may 
be entitled to monetary compensation. The issue then becomes who would be liable for paying 
any compensation that might be justified - the local government who permitted improper land 
use, the airport-aircraft operator, or the people engaged in commerce." All studies that I am 
aware of show that property values are adversely affected, often significantly, by unwanted noise. 
I have many references. Please state your references that show contradictory effects. Effects of 
unwanted noise on property values are all negative, even if they vary in severity. -

SO-I 

p.144 " ... all results presented in this EIS are estimates." 

] NP-13 
How estimated. This statement must be quantified, or the DEIS is fairly meaningless. 

p.152 "Class A mishaps are of primary concern because of their potentially catastrophic reSUlts.'] 

Perhaps I missed it, but I don' t see any analysis of anticipated safety based on any data. This SA-12 
seems like a major oversight. 

p.160 "The designations contained in the FICUN land use compatibility table do not constitute al 
Federal determination that any use ofland covered by the program is acceptable or unacceptable SO-I 
under Federal, state, or local law. 
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This sounds more like a legal distinction than anything. A residence in a zone considered 
" incompatible with residential use" as stated in the Joint Land Use Study seems ridiculous. 
decides was is unlivable or not? 

WhOJ SO-I 
cont'd 

p.160 "The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the 
relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local 
authorities." 

Does this mean that local authorities are the ones that should be sued in the event of damages? 
}-" 

p.161 "Generally, residential development is not recommended in areas experiencing noise level] 
of65 dBA or greater." 

SO-II 
What is the solution for homes that are already present? Doesn't someone have to do something 
for these people? 

p.161 " Although discouraged, residential development is compatible within the 65-69 dBA and] 
70--74 dBA contours, provided noise reduction levels of25 dB and 30 dB, respectively, are 
achieved." NO-20 

Who pays for this noise reduction? 

p.161 "Implementation of the AICUZ Program is mandatory for the Military Services; ] 
community adoption of resulting land use designations is voluntary." 

LU-II 
However, I believe that State required Tucson to comply back in 2004 for DM via state law, is 
this not so? 

p.163 " When noise levels exceed an Ldn of 65 dB, residential land uses are normally conSidered] 
incompatible." SO-II 

What is the plan when homes are already there? What happens then? This is an important point. 

p.169 " Factors directly related to the property, such as size, improvements, and location of the J 
property, as well as current conditions in the real estate market, interest rates, and housing sales in 
the area, are more likely to have a direct adverse impact on property values." SO-I 

The above is an incorrect statement since, for example, size can positively impact property values 
as opposed to having an adverse effect. 

p. 169 "Therefore, the regression analysis was not able to predict the impact of aircraft noise on J 
the property values of two comparable properties." 

Loss of Property Value and Property Tax Revenue Attributable to EI Toro Airport Noise by Larry SO-33 
Bales, 2002 is a good treatment, as is "The Impact of Airport Noise on Residential Real Estate by 
Randall Bell in the Appraisal Journal, July 2001. Both these studies note significant losses in 
property value due to noise. 

p.169 "The result of the study supports the idea that the potential for an adverse impact on 
property values as a result of aircraft noise exists and estimates that the value of a specific JSO-I 

AI093TU 

property could be discounted between 0.5 and 0.6 percent per decibel when compared to a Similal 
property that is not affected by aircraft noise." 

SO-33 
That is a significant impact, corroborated by the Bell study that found " ... a loss of market 
value ... of ... 21.5% for severely impacted properties. One assumes this includes residences that 
are incompatible with residential use. 

p.170 "The objectives of EO 12898 include identification of disproportionately high and adverse] 
health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations that could be caused 
by a proposed Federal action." NP-27 

Is this disallowed, or no? 

The following relates to DElS Volll: 

p.97 "Noise analysis thus requires a combination of physical measurement of sound, physical an] 
physiological effects, plus psycho- and socio-acoustic effects." 

The above statement is from your own document. However, I' m not particularly aware of when NO-42 
or where you ' ve actually measured sound. Perhaps you could point this out? I seem only to 
recall reading about models. Might this be included in the EIS? 

p.98 " First, if a sound's intensity is doubled, the sound level increases by 3 dB, regardless of the -
initial sound level." 

From Kryter, 1985, p. 141 " .. (3 dB per doubling of duration) was appropriate for expressing the 
duration effect on the noisiness of steady-state noise, but not entirely do for intermittent noise. 
For the latter noise its mean energy level plus 10 times the common logarithm of the number of 
pulses was cited as being more appropriate. Again, the point here is intermittent noise is 
"special" and must be dealt with accordingly. 

-

NO-50 

NO-6 

p.98 "The threshold of human hearing is approximately 0 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or] 
pain is around 120 dB." 

Thus, as I understand it, you will knowingly be causing pain to citizens, since the F35 is 120 dB NO-20 
at 1,000 ft, and some homes are overflown at less than this elevation, especially in and out of 
DM, is this correct? Or will elevations or flight paths be varied? Ifso, please say so in the EIS. 

p.1 00 " In this environmental analysis, A-weighted sound levels are reported as dB." 

In Kryter, The Effects of Noise on Man, 1985, he points out that "p. 132 " ... D-weighting is 
generally superior to the A-weighting in the assessment of impulsive sounds." Please comment 
on this distinction and explain what the results would be if the apparently more appropriate D
weighting was used. I should point out that also from Kryter, 1985, "p. 160 " Unfortunately, 

-

sound level meters integrate and average sound not on an energy basis (as apparently does the NO-50 
ear), but in an exponential manner ... Why this is done is not explained, but it can result in meter 
readings that are I 0 to 50 dB below the true integrated I-sec average sound energy for impulses, 
depending on their spectra." So, the point is that sound level meters tend to underestimate noise, 
sometimes greatly. This is an important point. Also trom Kryter, 1985, "p. 161 " ... the so-called 
"slow," "fast," "impulse," and " peak" values form present day sound level meters are not, by and 
large, appropriate for predicting judgements of impulses, whereas in conformity with present and 
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but not entirely do for intermittent noise. For the latter noise its mean energy level plus 10 times NO-50 

previous research, energy integrated over 1 sec is." and, p. 141 " .. (3 dB per doubling of J 
duration) was appropriate for expressing the duration effect on the noisiness of steady-state noise, 

the common logarithm of the umber of pulses was cited as being more appropriate. Again, con,'d 

impulsive noise must be dealt with in particular, and 1 do not think this has yet been done in the 
DEIS. 

p. 101 Table 8-1 . Representative Maximum Sound levels (lmax) J 
The entire point of this thick document is the F35. How can the F35 be missing from Table B-1? NO-52 
This is an important point. 

p. 103 " It has been well established that DNL correlates well with long-term community response 
to noise (Schultz 1978, Finegold et al. 1994). 

I don' t think that the above is a true statement and it's made many times in the DEIS. For 
example, in Kryter, 1985, p. 132 " ... the " 10 dB per doubling" growth of noisiness agrees 
fairly well with laboratory experiments with aircraft noise up to peak indoor levels of 
about 80 dBA (fig 5.12(a)), but that at higher levels (fig. 5.12 (b)), the subjective 
noisiness or unwantedness grows at a somewhat greater rate. This finding is consistent 
with some attitude survey findings in communities that show a sharp increase in the rate 
of growth of annoyance as a function of the exposure level of aircraft noise when the 
level exceeds a certain high level. -

NO-120 

p.110 " II a Although local conditions may require residential use, it is discouraged in DNL 65_6J 
dB and strongly discouraged in DNL 70-74 dB. An evaluation should be conducted prior to 
approvals, indicating that a demonstrated community need for residential use would not be met if 
development were prohibited in these zones, and that there are no viable alternative locations." SO-11 

But what about the homes that are already there? This is a critical issue and the DES I 
doesn' t address this at all. It need to be clear in the EIS. 

p. I II "The nonauditory effects of chronic noise exposure, when noise is suspected to act as one
of the risk factors in the development of hypertension, cardiovascular disease, and other nervous 
disorders, have never been proven to occur as chronic manifestations at levels below these 
criteria (an average of 75 dBA for complete protection against hearing loss for an eight-hour 
day)" (von Gierke 1990; parenthetical word ing added for clarification)." 

Again, Kryter, 1970 states "p. 508 "The incidence of hypertension (arterial blood 
pressure) tends to be greater in workers exposed to high frequency ... noise and 
to ... broadband noise ... " and " ... workers in ... noisy industries ... suffer unusually high 
percentages of circulatory, digestive, metabolic, neurological, and psychiatric difficulties. 
Of course, it's always tough to prove anything. There have certainly been correlations 
that have been noticed, however. 

p.112 "At the International Congress (1988) on Noise as a Public Health Problem, most stud ies 
attempting to clarify such health effects did not find them at levels below the criteria protective of 
noise-induced hearing loss; and even above these criteria, results regarding such health effects 
were ambiguous." 

NO-6 

AI093TU 

I doubt that the above statement is true. Ambiguous in what way? I believe there are 
strong correlations. The huge World Health Organization document leaps to mind. 

p. 112 "Consequently, it can be concluded that establishing and enforcing exposure levels 
protecting against noise-induced hearing loss would not only solve the noise-induced hearing loss 
problem but also any potential nonauditory health effects in the work place." 

While the statement above seems logical, it does not necessarily follow. It could be true, but it 
could just as well not be true. -

NO-6 
cont'd 

p.112 "Research studies regarding the nonauditory health effects of aircraft noise are ambiguous] 
at best, and often contradictory." 

NO-123 
All such studies of which I am aware find there to be detrimental effects. The ambiguity might 
only be with respect to degree. 

p.112 "The committee concluded that the threshold for possible long-term health effects was a IJ 
hour (6:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) Leq of70 dB. Projecting this to 24 hours and applying the 10 dB 
nighttime penalty used with DNL, this corresponds to DNL of about 75 dB." NO-6 

Perhaps more could be said about the conversion from Leq of70 to a DNL of75? This is not 
clear at all and needs to be better demonstrated. 

p.112 "In summary, there is no scientific basis for a claim that potential health effects exist for ] 
aircraft time-average sound levels below 75 dB." 

I take issue with the statement above - the literature is voluminous. For example, at the NO-I23 
2004 Public Hearing on this issue, Tom Birdsell stated "I'm a biologist, I have a PhD in 
biology and I know there are serious health effects including hypertension, and from 
excessive exposure to noise". 

p.113 "However, financial resources are generally not available to achieve that goal. Most 
agencies have identified DNL of 65 dB as a 
criterion which protects those most impacted by noi se, and which can often be ach ieved on a 
practical basis (FICON 1992). This corresponds to about 12 percent of the exposed population 
being high ly annoyed." 

What is done for those people who are highly annoyed? 

p.113 "In many cases, the 65 DNL nOIse contour hne IS adopted as the threshold level above 
which land use restrictions are invoked." 

What happens to the homes that pre-date the contour line? 
be addressed. 

This is important and should 

p.113 "a I dB increase in background sound level from 70 dB to 71 dB yields a 14 percent 
decrease in sentence intelligibi lity ' . 

] 

SO-ll 

lNO-3 
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Perhaps you could include what a 10 dB increase would relate to in sentence 
intelligibility. 

p.113 "This is consistent with the observation that speech interference is the primary cause of 
annoyance. " 

I disagree with that above statement. At very high dBs, pain or damage is far and away 
the much greater source of annoyance. 

-

p.114 "The effect of aircraft noise on children is a controversial area. Certain studies indicate tha~ 
in certain situations, children are potentially more sensitive to noise compared to adults." 

I don ' t think it's controversial. For example, FICAN, acknowledged in their 2000 report. 
"Research on the affect of Air Craft noise on children's hearing suggest that aircraft noise 
can interfere with learning in the following areas: reading, motivation, language and 
speech acquisition and memory. The strongest findings to date are in the area of reading 
where more than 20 studies have shown that children in noise impact zones are 
negatively affected by aircraft." -

NO-3 
cont'd 

EJ-2 

dBA relative to outdoor levels (ANSI 2009)." EJ-l 
p.114 "For schools located near airfields, indoor noise levels would have to be lowered by 35-45J 

Will this be accomplished in this case? 

-
p.114 "The analysis concluded that a lack of reliable in-home studies, combined with large 
differences among the results from the various laboratory studies, did not permit development of 
an acceptably accurate assessment procedure." 

The above seems to imply inconclusive. But clearly there is an effect. Kryter, 1985, 
states "It is surmised that noise reaching levels of 40 PNdB, 27 dB(A), or 34 dB(D) will 
be resented as somewhat interfering with normal sleep or the process of going to sleep." 

p.114 "An extensive study of sleep interference in people's own homes (Ollerhead et al. 1992) 
showed very little disturbance from aircraft noise." NO-3 

What levels of noise were these people subjected to in that study? 90 dB? 120 dB? 

p.114 "Based on older data, the EPA identified an indoor DNL of 45 dB as necessary to protect 
against sleep interference (EPA 1974). Assuming an outdoor-to indoor noise level reduction of20 
dB for typical dwelling units, this corresponds to an outdoor DNL of 65 dB as minimizing sleep 
interference. " 

Again, because of Tucson 's low humidity and the prevalence of evaporative coolers, 
especially among low income people, makes the use of20 dB reduction wrong and 
inappropriate. This needs to be done for windows opened, not closed. 

p.1 15 "Figure B-4. Plot of Sleep Awakening Data versus Indoor SEL" 

-
I NO-52 

AI093TU 

It would be most appropriate to include jets in the Figure B-4 instead of the included 
trucks and traffic noise. J NO-52 

cont'd 

-
p.116 "Note the relatively low percentage of awakenings to fairly high noise levels." 

I would point again to Kryter, 1970 " It is surmised that noise reaching levels of 40 PNdB, 
27 dB(A), or 34 dB(D) will be resented as somewhat interfering with normal sleep or the 
process of going to sleep." 

p.117 "This curve was derived from studies of behavioral awakenings associated with 
noise events in "steady state" situations where the population has been exposed to the 
noise long enough to be habituated." 

According to Kryter, 1985 "p. 423-4 "". there was little indication of habituation of the 
EEG index of arousal (a change in sleep stage) over the durations of the experiments; 
and, p. 440 "".at an Leq of60 dB about 35 percent of the respondents were "very much" 
or "quite a lot" bothered by the aircraft noise ... "; and, p. 440 " ... there is a discernible 
increase in disturbance for both general experience and designated night results when 
night-time noise exposure is about 65 Leq. 

-
-

p.118 "The goal is to provide a sense of perspective as to how aircraft noise (as 
experienced on the ground) compares to other activities that are often linked with hearing 
loss." 

Perhaps the better goal would be to see ifthere' s a likelihood that jets will actually cause 
hearing loss among citizens. 

p.118 " It is important to note that a temporary shift (TTS) can eventually become permanent 
(PTS) over time with continuous exposure to high noise levels. Thus, even jfthe ear is given time 
to recover from TIS, repeated occurrence of TIS may eventually lead to permanent hearing 
loss." and " It has been well established that continuous exposure to high noise levels will damage 
human hearing (EPA 1978)." and "Even the most protective criterion (no measurable hearing loss 
for the most sensitive portion of the population at the ear' s most sensitive frequency , 4,000 Hz, 
after a 40-year exposure) is an average sound level of70 dB over a 24-hour period." and "The 
EPA established 75 dB for an 8-hour exposure and 70 dB for a 24-hour exposure as the average 
noise level standard requisite to protect 96 percent of the population from greater than a 5 dB PTS 
(EPA 1978)." and "Finally, the World Health Organization (WHO) has concluded that 
environmental and leisure-time noise below an Leq24 value of70 dB "will not cause hearing loss 
in the large majority of the popUlation, even after a lifetime of exposure" (WHO 2000)." 

The above statements seem to acknowledge that some percentage of the population, 
albeit small, will experience permanent hearing loss as a result of Air Force jets while 
residing in their homes, correct? -

NO-3 

NO-6 

p.119 "The EPA criterion (Leq24 = 70 dBA) can be exceeded in some areas located near airports, 
but that is only the case outdoors. Inside a building, where people are more likely to spend most NO-IS 
of their time .. . " 
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I can only say for myself, that I spend most of my time outside, especially in Tucson in J 
the winter and spring. I'm sure I'm not the only one who spends so much time outside in NO-IS 
Tucson. cont'd 

p.120 "Eldred and von Gierke also report that "several studies in the U.S., Japan, and the U.K. -
have confirmed the predictions that the possibility for permanent hearing loss in communities, 
even under the most intense commercial take-off and landing patterns, is remote." The very next 
statement is a large jump to: "With regard to military airbases, as individual aircraft noise levels 
are increasing with the introduction of new aircraft, a 2009 DoD policy directive requires that 
hearing loss risk be estimated for the at risk popUlation, defined as the population exposed to 
DNL greater than or equal to 80 dB and higher (DoD 2009)." 

It seems that the DoD should be investigating hearing loss for 70 dB and above, not 80 NO-6 
dB and above. The made conclusions based on commercial aircraft that are not 
applicable to louder and more powerful milary aircraft. 

p.120 "This does not preclude populations outside the 80 DNL contour, i.e. at lower exposure 
leve ls, from being at some degree of risk of hearing loss. However, the analysis should be 
restricted to populations within this contour area ... " 

The above statements make no sense. It is specifically people in the 65 dB or 70dB 
contour that should be being studied, although 80 is good too. 

p.120 "The exposure of workers inside the base boundary area should be considered 
occupational and evaluated using the appropriate DoD component regulations for 
occupational noise exposure." 

So, you are using different criterion to evaluate the noise effects for on base people 
versus off base people, correct? Perhaps you could say more about this? Which of the 
two criteria is more conservative? 

-
-

-
p.120 "With regard to military airspace activity, studies have shown conflicting results. A 
1995 laboratory study measured changes in human hearing from noise representative of 
low-flying aircraft on Military Training Routes (MTRs) (Nixon et al. 1993). The potential 
effects of aircraft flying along MTRs is of particular concern because of maximum 

NO-44 

overflight noise levels can exceed 115 dB ... " AM-20 

Is "Military Training Routes" the same as flight path. That is, are neighbors to the 
northwest of Davis Monthan Air Force Base on an MTR? How many miles does the 
MTR extend from the base in that case, to the northwest? -

p.120 "In another study of 115 test subjects between 18 and 50 years old in 1999, J 
temporary threshold shifts were measured after laboratory exposure to military low-
altitude flight noise (Ising et al. 1999). According to the authors, the results indicate that NO-6 
repeated exposure to military low-altitude flight noise with Lmax greater than 114 dB, 
especially if the noise level increases rapidly, may have the potential to cause noise 
induced hearing loss in humans." 

AI093TU 

-
The above does not indicate if the hearing loss would be permanent or not, but I table TV 
3.2-5 shows the F35 at 1000 feet is 120 dB. IfTIA can't load live ordnance, must the fly 
in and out ofDM? If they fly in and out ofDM, will they use the same flight path they 
now do? Assuming they use the same flight path, at what altitude will they be flying? 
This point is critical. Currently, houses 2 miles from the base are over flown at 500 feet. 
Again, I see no where in the DEIS that states how many decibels the F35 will be at 500 
feet. This information is critical. -

p.120 "Aviation and typical community noise levels near airports are not comparable to -
the occupational or recreational noise exposures associated with hearing loss." 

What does this statement mean? I believe it is vague, and incorrect. For example, in 
Kryter, 1970, p. 449 "Some housewives and husbands living near the Santa Monica 
Airport had a statistically significant hearing loss at 4000 Hz, but not at other frequencies, 
and that some of the husbands (those not exposed to noise in their work) showed no 
significant loss ... " ; and p. 449-450 "Jet noise during run-up ... measured 106 dB(A) and 
often lasted at least 3 minutes pre run-up, five times per day. The CDR ... would be 10, 
indicating that a 10dB hearing loss ... at 4000 Hz could be expected ... A CDR value of 10 
would be present for the fly over noise if one assumed that the peak level would be 
present for 2 seconds and that there was an average of two minutes between flights and 
200 flights per day. Since there was an average of only five jet take off operations per 
day at this particular airport ... it would appear that the damage risk to hearing, and the 
apparent actual loss, was due almost exclusively to the jet engine run-up noise." I 
understand that this was not considered a hardship; however, I would certainly consider it 
a hardship: "p. 453 "It would appear, nevertheless, that the hearing levels of the women 
and men tested are in reasonable agreement with the type and degree of hearing loss to be 
expected from exposure to the jet aircraft run-up noise present outdoors at some homes 
near the Santa Monica Airport. The defense argument in this court case was that 
inasmuch as a committee of the American Association of Opthomologists and 
Otolaryngologists (510) recommends that hearing losses at frequencies above 2000 Hz, 
no matter how severe, not be considered as constituting hearing impairment for speech 
(see Chapter 4), the possible aircraft noise-induced deafness on the part of the residents 
near the airport was of no consequence; in my opinion, this argument is unjustifiable, 
particularly in this situation." And, still from Kryter, 1970 p. 459 "Damage Risk to 
Hearing Noise Outdoors or Indoors Where Speech Communication Requirements are 
modest. Noise reaching levels 80 PNdB, 67 dB (A), or 74 dB(D) at the ear will be 
resented. Noise present continuing at this level can eventually cause some 10dB or so of 
hearing loss at frequencies above 2000 Hz. It is hypothesized that somehow people sense 
the potential auditory fatigue effect and are naturally, whether with or without conscious 
knowledge of its long-term damage risk, concerned about noise above these levels 
regardless of any masking of speech." 

And again, from Kryter, 1985, the following is a critical point: p.575" ... at a distance of 
only one mile to the side of an airport, the aircraft noise is negligible (LON less than 55). 
However, at the end of the runway (on the flight path), an LDN of 55 dB is not reached 

NO-59 

NO-124 
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until about 6 miles from the end of the runway." This means that more people than you J NO-124 
think are being exposed to more noise than you think. conl'd 

definitively correlated permanent hearing impairment with aircraft activity." NO-6 
p.l20 "Studies of aircraft noise levels associated with civilian airport activity have not ] 

SO, it's been correlated, just not "definitely correlated", correct? 

p.120 "It is unlikely that airport neighbors will remain outside their homes 24 hours per -
day, so there is little likelihood of hearing loss below an average sound level of 75 dB 
DNL." 

I live in a very old house (bui lt before jets were flown at OM). It has very little 
insulation. It must have open windows for the cooling system to work. You need to give 
a better assessment of how little protection is afforded due to being inside in this case. 
This is an important point. 

p.120 "Near military airbases, average noise levels above 75 dB may occur, and while 
new 000 policy dictates that NIPTS be evaluated, no research results to date have 
definitively related permanent hearing impairment to aviation noise." 

I believe that this is a false statement. Please refer to the response to "p.120 "Aviation 
and typical community noise levels near airports are not comparable to the occupational 
or recreational noise exposures associated with hearing loss." above. 

p.121 "The nonauditory effect of noise on humans is not as easily substantiated as the 
effect on hearing. Prolonged stress is known to 
be a contributor to a number of health disorders. Kryter and Poza (\980) state, "It is 
more likely that noise-related general ill-health effects are due to the psychological 
annoyance from the noise ... than it is from the noise eliciting." 

-
-

-
-

Still, the noise is the cause. Also, Kryter, 1970, states p. 459 "Damage Risk to Hearing 
Noise Outdoors or Indoors Where Speech Communication Requirements are modest. 
Noise reaching levels 80 PNdB, 67 dB (A), or 74 dB(D) at the ear will be resented. Noise 
present continuing at this level can eventually cause some 10dB or so of hearing loss at 
frequencies above 2000 Hz. It is hypothesized that somehow people sense the potential 
auditory fatigue effect and are naturally, whether with or without conscious knowledge of 
its long-term damage risk, concerned about noise above these levels regardless of any 
masking of speech." 

p.121 "Evidence from available research reports is suggestive, but it does not provide 
definitive answers to the question of health effects, other than to the auditory system, of 
long-term exposure to noise. It seems prudent, therefore, in the absence of adequate 
knowledge as to whether or not noise can produce effects upon health other than damage 
to auditory system, either directly or mediated through stress, that insofar as feasible , an 
attempt should be made to obtain more critical evidence." 

NO-3 

NO-124 

NO-6 

A1093TU 

Sure, more research is always needed, but there is already significant cause for concern. 

p.121 "Since the CHABA report, there have been further studies that suggest that noise 
exposure may cause hypertension and other stress-related effects in adults. Near an 
airport in Stockholm, Sweden, the prevalence of hypertension was reportedly greater 
among nearby residents who were exposed to energy averaged noise levels exceeding 55 
dB and maximum noise levels exceeding 72 d8."; and another study" ... blood pressure 
was raised by Lmax of 112 dB and high speed level increase (Michalak et al. 1990)." 
BUT "Yet another study of subjects exposed to varying 
levels of military aircraft or road noise found no significant relationship between noise 
level and blood pressure (Pulles et al. 1990). 

My question here is, what dB levels in this last study. Road noise is way way less 
typically that high performance jets. This last study would appear to be inappropriate to 
consider. 

found that noise exposure levels established for hearing protection will also protect 

-

NO-6 
cont'd 

against any potential nonauditory health effects, at least in workplace conditions." NO-122 

p.121 "Most studies of nonauditory health effects of long-term noise exposure have ] 

The problem here is the statement " ... at least in workplace conditions." Many affected 
are homes. Work place conditions do not apply. 

p.121 "The nonauditory effects of chronic noise exposure, when noise is suspected to act
as one of the risk factors in the development of hypertension, cardiovascular disease, and 
other nervous disorders, have never been proven to occur as chronic manifestations at 
levels below these criteria (an average of75 dBA for complete protection against hearing 
loss for an 8-hour day)." 

The statement "have never been proven" may be true. Kryter, 1970, states p. 508 "The 
incidence of hypertension (arterial blood pressure) tends to be greater in workers exposed 
to high frequency .. . noise and to ... broadband noise ... " and " ... workers in . . . noisy 
industries ... suffer unusually high percentages of circulatory, digestive, metabolic, 
neurological, and psychiatric difficulties." Of course, it is difficult to actually prove 
anything. Still, I would think that many would agree that results are suggestive. 

p.122 "Consequently, one comes to the conclusion that establishing and enforcing 
exposure levels protecting against noise-induced hearing loss would not only solve the 
noise-induced hearing loss problem, but also any potential nonauditory health effects in 
the work place" (von Gierke 1990). 

Again, the problem is not " in the work place" . There are many homes in the 65-69 LOn 
noise zone and higher. 

-
-

-

NO-6 

NO-I22 
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-
p.122 "Research studies regarding the nonauditory health effects of aircraft noise are 
ambiguous, at best, and often contradictory." 

I disagree with the above statement as demonstrated by my treatment above. Perhaps you 
could better explain the ambiguous results? Are all the studies you' re referring to 
looking at high jet noise levels? 

p.122 "Yet, even those studies that purport to fmd such health effects use time-average 
noise levels of75 dB and higher for their research." 

Are you saying that all studies that show ill effects from noise "use time-average noise 
levels of 75 dB and higher"? This is a highly suspect statement, and I would think in the 
information I' ve already provided above this can be shown not to be true. I would think 
hearing loss would be considered an ill health effect if nothing else. 

p.122 "The potential for noise to affect physiological health, such as the cardiovascular 
system, has been speculated; however, no unequivocal evidence exists to support such 
claims (Harris 1997)." 

I think this statement relies on the word unequivocal. Clearly there is evidence, but this 
document claims that the evidence is not "unequivocal". NO-6 
SO, there is not only the burden of proof, but the burden of unequivocal proof upon 
affected neighbors, is this correct? I would think that the evidence that show ill effect far 
outweighs evidence that does not, is that not true? 

p.122 "Conclusions drawn from a review of health effect studies involving military low
altitude flight noise with its unusually high maximum levels and 
rapid rise in sound level have shown no increase in cardiovascular disease (Schwarze and 
Thompson 1993)." 

The above seems to be conclusions drawn from a "review of studies". What dB levels 
were studied, and are they comparable to expected F35 noise levels? 

p.122 "Additional claims that are unsupported include flyover noise producing increased 
mortality rates and increases in cardiovascular death, aggravation of post-traumatic stress 
syndrome, increased stress, increases in admissions to mental hospitals, and adverse 
affects on pregnant women and the unborn fetus (Harris 1997)." 

This is a bold statement. Much stock seems to be put on Harris 1997 (Harris, C.S. 1997. 
The Effects of Noise on Health. Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, ALiOE-TR-1997-0077). 
Perhaps you could say more about this study, especially the dB levels involved? 

p.122 "Noise-induced performance losses are most frequently reported in studies 
employing noise levels in excess of 85 dB. Little change has been found in low-noise 
cases." 

AI093TU 

The main question I have here is what about the 65-85 dB range. I don't think these 
would be considered low-noise cases, correct? 

p.123 ". A periodic intermittent noise is more likely to disrupt performance than a 
steady-state 
continuous noise of the same level. Flyover noise, due to its intermittent nature, might 
be more likely to disrupt performance than a steady-state noise of equal level. 
• Noise is more inclined to affect the quality than the quantity of work. 
• Noise is more likely to impair the performance of tasks that place extreme demands on 
the worker. 

I would think the above were true statements. To paraphrase, intermittent noise is more 
disruptive and effect the quality of work, especially for demanding tasks. Many PhDs 
from UofA live in the region northwest of OM for example (many spoke at the Public 
Hearing back in 2004). -
p.123 "A review of the scientific literature indicates that there has not been a tremendous
amount of research in the area of aircraft noise effects on children." 

Again, I would think the FICAN study most relevant: FICAN, acknowledged in their 
2000 report. "Research on the affect of Air Craft noise on children's hearing suggest that 
aircraft noise can interfere with learning in the following areas: reading, motivation, 
language and speech acquisition and memory. The strongest findings to date are in the 
area of reading where more than 20 studies have shown that children in noise impact 
zones are negatively affected by aircraft." (This was from the 2004 Hearing as stated by 

NO-6 
cont'd 

a neighbor. I have not personally seen this reference). EJ-2 

p.124 "Although many factors could contribute to learning deficits in school-aged 
children (e.g., socioeconomic level, home environment, diet, sleep patterns), evidence 
exists that suggests that chronic exposure to high aircraft noise levels can impair 
learning." 

Based on all the evidence you give in this section, I think it would be better to replace the 
work "can" above to "does", though maybe not for all children studied, it seems to for 
many. 

p.124 "This awareness has led the WHO and a North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) working group to conclude that daycare centers and 
schools should not be located near major sources of noise, such as highways, airports, 
and industrial sites (WHO 2000, NATO 2000)." 

What is the plan if schools are already in locations that are currently over flown by loud 
military aircraft? 

-
-

-

EJ-I 

p.125 "Children who were chronically exposed to aircraft noise from a new airport near l EJ-2 
Munich, Germany, had modest (although significant) increases in blood pressure, 
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significant increases in stress honnones, and a decline in quality oflife (Evans et al. 
1998). Children attending noisy schools had statistically significant average systolic and 
diastolic blood pressure (p<0.03)." 

The above statement seems disturbing. Jets flying over kids at home or at school is 
known to hann them, is that right? 

p.125 "Noise-induced hearing loss was reportedly higher in children who attended a 
school located under a flight path near a Taiwan airport, as compared to children at 
another school far away (Chen et al. 1997)." 

So, the Air Force is aware of cases where children under a flight path have had their 
hearing damaged, and yet the Air Force is still considering bringing in one of the loudest 
jets to exist to fly over and across homes in Tucson, is this correct? This would seem to 
me to be an extremely important point. Are there plans to modify the flight paths or 
elevations or something? 

-
-p.l25 "Another study reported that hearing ability was reduced significantly in 

individuals who lived near an airport and were frequently exposed to aircraft noise (Chen 
and Chen 1993). In that study, noise exposure near the airport was reportedly unifonn, 
with DNL greater than 75 dB and maximum noise levels of about 87 dB during 
overflights. " 

Again, this seems disturbing. The dB levels for people in Tucson under the flight path 
are much higher than this, as I'm sure the Air Force must be aware. -

EJ-2 
cont'd 

NO-6 

p.125 "Conversely, several other studies that were reviewed reported no difference in 
hearing ability between children exposed to high levels of airport noise and children 
located in quieter areas (Fisch 1977, Andrus et al. 1975, Wu et al. 1995)." 

I know nothing per se of these three studies, but were they studies of high dB military 
jets? I might guess that they were not. 

p.130 "Studies of terrestrial mammals have shown that noise levels of 120 dBA can 
damage mammals ' ears, and levels of95 dBA can cause temporary loss of hearing 
acuity." 

Since man is a mammal, does this above infonnation relate to people as well? 

}-, 
}~ 

p.130 "One study recommended that aircraft not be allowed to fly at altitudes below 1 
2,000 feet above ground level over important grizzly and polar bear habitat (Dufour 
1980)." NO-29 

Are there similar "not be allowed to fly at altitudes below 2,000 feet above ground level 
over. .. " people as well? Or would the military be exempt from such recommendations? 

AI093TU 

p.130 "Observations of caribou in Alaska exposed to fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters -
showed running and panic reactions occurred when overflights were at an altitude of 200 
feet or less. The reactions decreased with increased altitude of overflights, and for 
overflights higher than 500 feet in altitude, the panic reactions stopped." 

I think the homes NW of OM at 2 miles out are over flown at about 500 feet. Is this the 
elevation that the F35 would fly over these homes to get live ordnance from OM? 

p.l3l "It has been proven that low-altitude overflights do induce stress in animals." 

Does the above statement include man, since man is an animal? 

p.13l "flights at high frequencies over a long period of time may cause harmful effects. 
The consequences of this disturbance, while cumulative, are not additive. Aircraft 
disturbance may not cause obvious and serious health effects, but coupled with a harsh 
winter, it may have an adverse impact. Research has shown that stress induced by other 
types of disturbances produces long-term decreases in metabolism and hormone 
balances." 

-
-

Since people are animals, I assume the above applies if you replace "coupled with a harsh 
winter" with "coupled with other life stressors". -

00-30 

NO-6 

p.l3l "Escape is the typical severe response." 

Most people can' t move their homes very easily, and it's not clear who would pay for 
such a movement. It would seem that this should be discussed. 

}-u 
p.132 "The continued presence of single or multiple noise sources could cause marine -
mammals to leave a preferred habitat. However, it does not appear likely that overflights 
could cause migration from suitable habitats because aircraft noise over water is mobile 
~~~~~~~~~ ~ 

Aircraft noise is mobile, unless there's defined flight path I guess. When was the flight 
path over Tucson established? There was no warning to me for my house that it was near 
the flight path when I bought it. 

p.132 "High-noise events (like a low-altitude aircraft overflight) may cause birds 
to ... escape ... such as flushing from perches or nests (Ellis et al. 1991). These activities 
impose an energy cost on the birds that, over the long term, may affect survival..." 

-
-

So, if people react the same as birds, I suppose jets could be used as a way to flush people NO-6 
from an area, but this might affect their survival, correct? 

p.132 "In addition, the birds may spend less time engaged in necessary 
activities . . . because they spend time in noise-avoidance activity. 
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AI093TU 

I for one can attest to the fact that noise-avoidance activity has caused me to spend less 
time engaged in necessary activites. I, for one, am not happy about this. 

p.133 "Depending on the noise level, which ranged from innocuous to very loud, the 
birds responded by flushing from their nest cavities. When the noise source was closer 
and the noise level was higher, the number of flushes increased proportionately." 

More flushing is interesting. 

NO-6 
cont'd 

-

p.134 "In a literature review of raptor responses to aircraft noise, Manci et al. found that] 
most raptors did not show a negative response to overflights (1988). When negative 
responses were observed they were predominantly associated with rotor-winged aircraft 
or jet aircraft that were repeatedly passing within 0.5 mile of a nest." DO-29 

Surely jets are within 0.5 mile of homes under the flight path, are they not? 

p.137 "Noise levels over the nesting colony were 85 to 100 dBA on approach and 94 to -
105 dBA on takeoff.. .some birds flushed when a Concorde flew overhead and, when 
they returned, engaged in aggressive behavior. 

Are there other studies that correlate aggressive behavior which such loud noises? 

p.138 "Some reptile species tested under laboratory conditions experienced at least 
temporary threshold shifts or hearing loss after exposure to 95 dB for several minutes." 

This is not encouraging. 
-

81-5 

p.139 "Some studies showed that animals that had been previously exposed to jet aircraft] 
noise exhibited greater degrees of alarm and disturbance to 
other objects creating noise ... " NO-6 

Again, does this apply for man as an animal? 

p.139 "Factors directly related to the property, such as size, improvements, and location -
of the property, as well as current conditions in the real estate market, interest rates, and 
housing sales in the area are more likely to have a direct adverse impact on property 
values." SO-1 

I take issue with the wording of the above statement among other things. I would think 
only noise or unwanted noise would of those factors be automatically adverse. -
p.139 "This study found that, while aircraft noise at these installations may have had 
minor impacts on property values, it was difficult to quantifY 
that impact." 

lSO-33 

AI093TU 

Many studies (and law suits) have shown the adverse effect of such noise on property 
values. I have mentioned some previously. JSO-33 

cont'd 

p.139 "The result of the study supports the idea that the potential for an adverse impact -
on property values as a result of aircraft noise exists and estimates that the value of a 
specific property could be discounted between 0.5 and 0.6 percent per decibel when 
compared 
to a similar property that is not impacted by aircraft noise. Additional data indicates that 
the discount for property values as a result of noise would be higher for noise levels 
above 75 dB DNL." 

This would appear to be a huge effect. Does this mean a $100,000 home subjected to 90 
dB is worth only $45,000 relative to a $100,000 home that is not? As I say, no way 
mentioned any flight path or noise when I bought my house. Surely I'm not the first 
person this has happened to. Has this financial impact been included in this study? 
Clearly such an analysis should be included. -
p.140 "An evaluation of the peak sound pressures impinging on the structure is normally -
sufficient to determine the possibility of damage. In 
general, at sound levels above 130 dB, there is the possibility of the excitation of 
structural component resonance. While certain frequencies (such as 30 Hz for window 
breakage) may be of more concern than other frequencies, conservatively, only sounds 
lasting more than one second above a sound level of 130 dB are potentially damaging to 
structural components (CHABA 1977)." 

I see in Table TU-35 that the F35 at 1,000 feet is 120 dB. Would it be more or less on 
landing or take off? The above information is disturbing and needs to be treated more 
fully in the EIS. Would the F35 on landing potentially hurt structures like the thousands 
of homes under the flight path that must be flown over for jets to fly into Davis Monthan 
currently? 

p.140 "One finding in that study is that sound levels at damaging frequencies (e.g., 30 Hz 
for window breakage or 15 to 25 Hz for whole-house response) are rarely above 130 dB." 

Would this statement still be true for the F3 5 for Tucson? 

p.140 "Window panes may also vibrate noticeably when exposed to high levels of 
airborne noise, causing homeowners to fear breakage. In general, such noise-induced 
vibrations occur at sound levels above those considered normally incompatible with 
residential land use. Thus assessments of noise exposure levels for compatible land use 
should also be protective of noise-induced secondary vibrations." 

What is the plan for the residences that are already in the "incompatible with residential 
use" zones? This should be addressed in the EIS. 

-
-

-

SO-1 

NO-12 

SO-ll 
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